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YE EFT if PfEE EWT ft Eflft $ fSF?% fa) hf EH*!' itfW % W if TOT OT *T% I 

Separate paging la given to this part In order that It may be filed 
aa a separate compilation. 


WH — E«1 3 — EYE*! (H) 

FART II — Section 3 — Sub-section (U) 

(wn Efim* ait RtfarY) etot etott * EEnnff ifir (ee tita wjmrr ml tfrtmt) 
•rl’fto srrfEET«ff xro srrff fa* u* fafEft etIe «h wfE jEtrq i 

Statutory orders and notifications issued by the Ministries of the Govern- 
ment of India (other than the Ministry of Defence) and hy Central 
Authorities (other than the Administration of Union Territories). 


MINISTRY OF LAW 
(Legislative Department) 

New Delhi , May 30, 1970 

S.O. 2075. — In pursuance of section 20 of the Presidential and Vice-Presidential 
Elections Act, 1952 (31 of 1952), the Central Government hereby publishes the 
order made on the 11th May, 1970 by the Supreme Court of India, in Election 
Petition No. 1 of 1969. 

“IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 

ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 

Election Petition No. 1 of 1969 

(Under Part III of the Presidential and Vice-Presidential Elections Act, 1952) 

Shiv Klrpal Singh son of Shri Bhagwant Singh resident of village Saidpura, 
Post Office Kheri Nodh Singh, Tehsil Samrala, District Ludhiana — 
Petitioner. 


Versus 

Shri V. V- Giri, The President of India, Rashtrapati Bhawan, New Delhi — 
Respondent. 


( 2617 ) 





26 1 8 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 13, 1970/JYAISTHA 23, 1892 [Part II— 


CORAM: 


Uth May, 1970. 


Hon'ble Mr- Justice S. M. Sikri. 


Hon’ble Mr. Justice J. M. Shelat. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice V. Bhargava. 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice G. K. Mitter. 

Hon’ble Mr- Justice C. A. Vaidialingam. 

For the Petitioner — M/s. K. C. Sharma, M. S. Gupta, K. L, Rathi and 
C- L. Lakhanpal, Advocates. 

For the Respondent — M/s. C. K. Daphtary, D. Narasaraju, Mohan Kumara- 
mangalam and S. T. Desai, Senior Advocates (M/s. S. K. Dholakia 
and A. S. Nambiar, Advocates with them). 

For the Petitioner — M/s,. K. C. Sharma, M. S. Gupta, K. L. Rathi and 
Returning Officer, Presidential Election — Mr. Jagdish Swarup, Solicitor 
General of India, Dr. L. M. Singhvi, Senior Advocate (M/a. S. P. Nayar, 
R. H. Dhebar and Miss Lily Thomas, Advocates with them). 


The Petition above-mentioned alongwith Election Petitions Nos. 3 to 3 of 1969 
being called on for hearing before this Court on the 12th to 16th, 19th to 23rd 
and 30th days of January, 1970 and 23rd and 24th days of April, 1970 UPON 
hearing Counsel for the Petitioner and Respondent and Counsel for the Attorney 
General for India, Election Commission of India and Returning Officer; THIS 
COURT took time to consider its Judgment and the said Petition being called 
on for orders on the 11th day of May 1970 THIS COURT while observing that 
the reasons will be announced later on DOTH ORDER; (1) THAT the Petition 
above-mentioned be and is hereby dismissed; (2) THAT there shall be no order 
as to costs of this Petition; 

WITNESS the Hon’ble Mr. Mohammad Hidayatullah, Chief Justice of India at 
the Supreme Court, New Delhi dated this the 11th day of May, 1970. 

(Sd ) M. P. Saxena, 
Deputy Registrar.” 

[No. 10(6)/ 70-Leg. II.] 


Rf 30 Hf, 1970 

2075. — faqfasr HfafWT 1952 ( 1952 
H3l) 'tfftrnr 20%VT*miir 1 969 *T=ff SW 1 # RTTff 

%■ hiwwm UTH 1 1 19 70 felT WT t!.d I <1 il'WplId '9' ^ I 


"HTTrf % H 

*Jj9T M fw I r«i t 

1969 RWTT i 

(TTSJTrltR Rk 1952 % HPT 3 % STlfk ) 

*fV TpTTrT % 5$T fm ifW TPr,WX — 

6TW (PKTdl, 1w ^finTRT — 

filfr, RTTd % TO, 6^ — iPTpf? 
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11 197 0 

RRifaqffT r^c 

1 n?H fci k SkcT 

rid far fa k »?m 

RiTifiwfa k k 0 % 0 fir tTT 

RRTfsrrfa k k ° o ^^^* 1*1 

=k FTfkfa ii 

v 4 fcr<: k sftr ft : !rf 3 WT k %o T!mf, 

Y^r, %o q<=r 0 -?j£r tfkko h«r- 
H l«H I 

srwtff k qk & : kks qftppRr*k = 5 fr #0 %o TRk,ko 

HTF 1 qk l^To 

k° \m{ FTT Trf*4 •Vid I (k k 

tr?To ^ostgrferT^fkiTo tr^-o hFwi^h:)i 

*nr?r % fr RRnk : nm % jt?t mfrnfk? k anrefVin'f^q' 

witt % frrm-T’crr'm kr Tr^q-cftT kks kErrm irr<> trw° ftrsr^fr 

fkfak. fkfkr Trfktf k kr % : (fr% ft*t kiRW k tf° ko 

FRT, Wl <0 tfJTo ^TT TfV?r <£HI {1 fkfV 

zttf) I 

1969 k WT 3 ?T 5 FR k fakTF kw<rk $T FR RFfw qk 1 2 % 16, 1 9 % 
23STk 30 WlO, 1970 klT 23*fk 24Wfcf, 1 9 7 0 k SF^ RRTTT FW gFTTf 

% farr kr fak Tk tt ffTffonr qk mr k % kTFT wk fttf % f^t RRnk fitf^ 
fakFT q-rkr srV<r fkfkr qrfa> ft % TTFkr k fpk % TTOf w rtftftt % ^rH fkfljr 
qr fknr qrk % fan* 5^ to fkrr *rk fw *rk % 1 1 *k, 1970 k mkr%fkrkr 
5k 9 T ’■■'1 NFlM T?[ TF"fa fa» FFTTf k kTWT TIT Si k TlkH Ml^l *faT ^ ( 1 ) 
f'F'd^^TT FkkifaT jitVK ^ri^aKi taifv-'i k ; (2)fTTH?rsff^5r^qft WRT 
k^ wfairr f$t $kr ; 

wnr 1 1 f$, 1970 k f^tff rrtjpt, qf fa?k Sr fitf % *jw RR^fa k 

J$*FT f^RT^TTIT ^F% FTk | 1 

^FFTSTT 

Enjo rfto FTkT 
FT <fT6JK I ’’ 


[tfo 1 o( s) /70— krtrnfr II] 



2620 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 13, 1970/JYAISTHA 23, 1892 [Part II — 


8.0. 2076. — In pursuance of section 20 of the Presidential and Vice-Presidential 
Elections Act, 1952 (31 of 1952) the Central Government hereby publishes the 
order made on the 11th May, 1970 by the Supreme Court of India, in Election 
Petition No- 3 of 1969. 


“IN THE SUPREME COURT OP INDIA 
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 
Election Petition No. 3 of 1969 

(Under Part III of the Presidential and Vice-Presidential Elections Act, 1952) 
Shri Phul Singh son of Shri Mussaddi Lai, of Village Mothronwala, District 
Dehra Dun — Petitioner. 


Versus 

1, The Union of India, through the Election Commission, New Delhi. 

2- Shri V. V. Girl, President of the Union of India, New Delhi — Respondents, . 

tlth May, 1970. 


CORAM : 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice S. M. Sikrl. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice J. M. Shelat. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice V. Bhargava. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice G. K. Mltter. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice C. A. Valdialingam. 

The Petitioner in Person 

For Respondent No. 1 Attorney General for India, and Returning Officer , 
Prsidential Election — Mr. Jagdish Swarup, Solicitor General of India, 
Dr. L. M. Singhvt, Senior Advocate (M/s. R. H. Dhebar and S. P. 
Nayar, Advocates with them). 

For Respondent No. 2 — Mr, C, K. Daphtary, Mr. D. Narasaraju and Mr. 
Mohan Kumaramangalam, Senior Advocates (M/s. A. S. INambiar 
and S. K. Dholakia, Advocates with them). 

THE ELECTION PETITIQN above-mentioned alongwith Election Petition Nos. I, 
4 and 5 of 1969 being called on for hearing on the 12th to 16th, 19th to 23rd and 
30th days of January 1970 UPON hearing the Petitioner in Person and Counsel 
for the Respondents, Attorney General for India and the Returning Officer, the 
Court took time to consider its Judgment and the Petition being called on for 
orders on the 11th day of May 1970 THIS COURT while observing that the 
reasons will be announced later on DOTH ORDER (1) THAT the Petition above- 
mentioned be and Is hereby dismissed; (2) THAT there shall be no order as to 
costs of this Petition. 

WITNESS the Hon’ble Mr, Mohammad Hidayatullah, Chief Justice of India at 
the Supreme Court, New Delhi dated this the 11th day of May, 1970. 

(Sd.) M. P. Saxena, 
Deputy Registrar.” 

[No. 10(6)/70-Leg.IL] 


VTo ITT o 2 0 7 6— TFsjTcffar 51^7: Piqfon Wf%TpPPT 1952 ( 1 9 5 2 VT )l 

STTT 20*lFJtRorSf, SntfklR'FK, 1 9 6 9 # WT 3$*TTTd-$ ^!PT 

gm ii vf, i970*?rfipn w 1 1 
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srfs^rfofi 

196 9 # * 1 ^ irsin 3 

(Tpsjqifk sfR ' vJm R whn srftrfwr, 1952 %ffi 3%mfPr) 
*ft *TT?T % ^ *sft 'RSf 1%^ Piqml ITPT *ft | wi e (i«ii R»i<ii T^TT^'T — 

1. VTITtf ffsr 9T^T fas?^T WUlPT, ^ f^ft I 

2 . j 5ff tR 3ft° Pitt, im £ TT^qPr, — sreiFff 1 


11 1970 

sTETrrftrrrrr <sft iruo q*r<> 

■FqTTrfiTTfil sfv t^To 
TTRTftrT% 55fr *fY° srnfa 

fTETlfiTTpr «fr 3ft° farTT 

«ft tfR cro ^srfairn 

^Tf^Tfrr ^ 

snffcn fjpt 

Tfwr 1 , siror % +nji^|i|c(i41 trtt?t % fie iftPnftzT «fV Tf^irtw^^T, ^fr®5 
spr f'i<iT^'i % PwPur srfsq toi ipT° ht^i 

mfwi, *th if ?ifsr^ R TTirt«ft‘wr7:o tTq-oS.flxrfR^o'fl'o 

w) 

jr^qrff 2 *frr srfsnrprr nV wVo % c ^^rd', sfr ^>0 

TWKT^hVt J sft ( 3 H% 

irm tt^nV tto it^o tPwit *flr tpr<> 
staf^r) 

1969VtffWT 1,4 !fll 5 f-T^NFT WpFlf % HT«I OTjfw *T^f 1 2 it 16, 1 9 it 
2 3 nR 3 o 'S jtr 0’ 1 9 7 o ’pt <j r i e uC % Ri^ far Rt> o ^ i^ 9T, ^t ^zr wfa sTfrPnft , 

^rrot % ii^FJniFTFfV wfa ffaffar OTffan % ^rnsfar i|fat ^ wi^ w ^wiw 
% STT^ ffafa TI ffalTC ’7^ % fair 37® IFFT ftniT wfa SI# $? 1 1 *rf, 1970 37t*nfar $T 
pli^ far ^Pt 9T ’7n71W ! T ^ IV'lf 3p l fH u lT 3TT P 3 P 3nTJift , wifai 

%m | , ( 1 ) % srsff ’srrffar $t 'trfa snffar zft imft | : ( 2 ) h v* 

*rsff % ^ «pt ^ «TT%9T TT^t ?>rr 1 
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HTSf 1 1 Ef, 1 970 $ *TTOT % »ft 

^ ETSft $ I 


tfTdTOT 

t^io <ft u E^rr, 

ET l” 

[ 1 0 (g)/ 70-fsraFf[ II] 

S.O. 2077. — In pursuance of section 20 of the Presidential and Vice-Presidential 
Elections Act, 1952 (31 of 1952), the Central Government hereby publishes the 
order made on the 11th May, 197P by the Supreme Court of India, in Election. 
Petition No. 4 of 1969. 

“IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 

ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 

Election Petition No. 4 or 1969 


(Under Part III of the Presidential and Vice-Presidential Election Act, 1952) 

1. Shri N, Sri Rama Reddi, Member, Parliament, Rajya Sabha, 13-B, 

Ferozeshah Road, New Delhi. 

2. Shri S, Narayanappa, Member, Parliament, Rajya Sabha, 13-C, Ferozeshah 

Road, New Delhi. 

3. Shri J. C. Nagi Reddy, Member, Parliament, Rajya Sabha, 14-A, Ferozeshah 

Road, New Delhi. 

4. Shri B, Anjanappa, Member, Parliament, Rajya Sabha, 223, North Avenue, 

New Delhi. 

5. Shri Suresh J- Desai, Member, Parliament, Rajya Sabha, 18, Meena Bagh, 

New Delhi-ll, 

6- Shri Nanu Bhai, N. Patel, Member, Parliament, Lok Sabha, 176, North 
Avenue, New Delhl-l. 

7. Shri Bhaljibhai Ravjibhai Parmar, Member, Parliament, LQk Sabha, 88, 
North Avenue, New Delhi. 


8. Shri Digvijay Naraln Singh, Member, Parliament, Lok Sabha, 12, Dr, 

Rajendra Prasad Road, New Delhi. 

9. Shri C. D. Pande, Member, Parliament, Lok Sabha, 10, Dr. Rajendra 

Prasad Road, New Delhi-1. 

10. Smt. Pushpa Vatl Meh^a, Member, Parliament, Rajya Sabha, 105, North 

Avenue, New Delhu-1, 

11. Shri S- M. Solanki, Member, Parliament, Lok Sabha, 110, North Avenue, 

New Delhi-1. 


12. Shri Manu Bhai Patel, Member, Parliament, Lok Sabha, 2, Ferozeshah 

Road, New Delhl-l. 

13. Shri S. A. Agadi, Member, Parliament, Lok Sabha, 128, South Avenue, 

New Delhi-11. 

— Petitioner ft. 


Versus 


Shri V. V. Girl, The President of India, Rashtrapati Bhawan, New Delhi- 
Respondent. 


Uth May, 1970. 


CORUM : 

Hon'ble Mr- Justice S. M. Sikri. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice J. M, Shelat- 
Hon’ble Mr. Justice V. Bhargava. 
Hon’ble Mr. Justice G. K. Mltter. 
Hon'ble Mr. Justice C. A. Vaidialingam. 
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For the Petitioners — M/s. K. C. Sharma, K. L. Rathi, C. L. Lakhanpal, 
S. K. Dhingra and M. S. Gupta, Advocates. 

For the Respondent — M/s. C. K. Daphtary, D. Narasaraju, S. T. Desai 
and Mohan Kumar am an£alam, Senior Advocates (M/s. H. K. I* 
Bhagat, S. K. Dholakia, J, B. Dadachanji Eavinder Narain, and 
O. C. Mathur, Advocates with them). 

For the Attorney General for India. Election Commission and Returning 
Officer, Presidential Election — Dr. Jagadish Swarup, Solicitor General 
of India, Dr. L. M. Srnghvi, Senior Advocate (M/s. R. H. Dhebfer 
and S. P. Nayar, Advocates with them). 

THE Petition above-mentioned alongwith Election Petitions Nos. 1, 3 and 6 
of 1900 being called on for hearing" “Before this Court on the 12th to 16th, 19th 
to 23rd and 30th days of January, 1970, 23rd to 27th days of February, 1970, 
2nd to 0th, 11th to 13th. 10th to 18th, 30th and 31st day of March, 1970; 1st 
to 3rd, 6th to 10th, 13th and 14th, 16th, 17th, 20th to 24th, 27th to 30th days of 
April, 1970, 1st and 4th to 8th days ofMay 1970 UPON hearing Counsel for the 
parties and Counsel for the Attorney General, Election Commission and Return- 
ing Officer the COURT TOOK time to consider its Judgment AND the Petition 
being called on for orders on the 11th. day of May 1970 THIS COURT while 
observing that the reasons will be announced later on DOTH ORDER; (1) THAT 
the Petition above-mentioned be and the same is hereby dismissed; (30 THAT 
there shall be no order as to costs of this Petition. 

WITNESS the Hon'ble Mr. Mohammad Hidayatullah, Chief Justice of India at 
the Supreme Court, New Delhi dated this the 11th day of May, 1970. 

(Sd.) S. M. Saxina, 
Deputy Registrar.” 

[No. 10(6)/70 -Leg-II.] 

«0T°Wr° 207 7.-TF-yTffPt rVc RfafRRR, 19 52 ( 1952RR 3l) 

qfttnrr 20%snjRRrrif, i959tftfH<rtRR srfl tfw 4 1 rrr % t^rar 

sm iir^, i97 0RTtfcRTRRT «rr^Jrr t^r^a-Rr ^ 1 


' 'RITA $ Vi* OTRTWR ^ 

1969 fRVf*A WRjf HOT 4 

( fRAiRR RfafR^R, i952 %rtr 3%tftftR ) 

1. sfr t»Ro «ft TTRT RRR RTRT, TOR RRT, 1 3— f'fRTAtlT? ftV, Rsf fRRsft I 

2. rTTtRo 0KIW7I, RRR RRTR , TRR RRT, 1 3— ^fT, PhTtRSTT?; Tt¥, dt M I 

3. 5ft Ro tft° Rfft ^ft, HR? RRTR, TTRR RRT, 1 4 — tr, fartRHT? ftR, R"§ fecsft I 

4. 5ft RRRRT, RRR RRRT, TT^T RRT, 223, R>f R^ fRc# I 

5. 5ftR^H#o ^RTf, RR^ RRTR, TT5R RRT, 1 8, RfRTRTA, R^ foMt— 1 1 I 

6. isfYRRJRT^ttRo RRR RRTR, HW RRT, 176 ,rK ft^ft-1 \ 

7. 5ft RTOft Rif TTRRt RT^ RVRTT, RRR RRTR, RtRT RRT, 8 8, R>$ Rt font I 

8. Rt Irf'RW RTTTRR fR?, RRR RRTR, RtT RRT, 1 2, VT° TT^RT 5TRTR TfR, R^ I 

9. 5ffRto #to qit ,RRRRRRT, RtRiRRT, 1 0, VTo TT^Rt STRETTfl, R^femt-l I 

10. gftRfft yMMO t ftgRT, RRR RRTR, TOR RRT, 105, Rt4 T^^R, R^ fRRHf — 1 I 

1 1. eft (TRo itro RfH^ft, RRR RRTR, Hfa RRT, 1 1 0, RW , Rf fRwft- 1 I 
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12. «% ^ hot, %fa irt 2, fa<l*vi iij far, vjf - 1 i 

1 3. qq-o tro *rcur, %fa ?ror, 1 2 a, *TRq qr#^, qf 1 l-sfafcn: 

swm 

«fir %f, *Vo f%fc , etct % 

TF^Tfa 3q-arT ; sjf f5F5ft 5Wr«ff 


1 1 Ht 1970 . 

^rEnftrcfr *ft %fa% 

^’TEnfsnfH JS ft ^ 0 CJJTo^loid 
‘^Frrfyrffr «flr %t° mfa 

«ft %t® q® ^afwi 

• 1 % g«rf%<rf% % 

tnffcr fif *%r%k % : — TifEWdT %® %V® <jt<> rrst, %Vo q?ro 

T^o %o %k TTq-o (TfTo *[R 

5T?qP*ff <rk It : — TkM wfaJFETT ’T^ft %t° ^0 TIcTTt , 'TWT 7T^, <7fTo 3>o 

knf %k %t^ f mr %»r»t (Tfa *rrq qfewTr nf«ft t^r® 
^ot^o TfiRT, (^?Jo ^To ifafaqT, %t® ^flRET 'jft Tf% r J 
%fa wto ?fto ITPn ) 

% TT^T^TT^rrr^r fH^f- htr % <Tfr ;?r® smlm ?t?t, qfass qftmTr rr -ro 

^snr sik fef%<T ^tr ® ftTTTl (tt% et<t sjfsmTr «rrio c^® *rk q n® 
Tl | falR f%4f- *fto 11 m) 

WtT % : — 

1969 q%%®TT 1, 3%fa 5^VPTTkrT *rf%%f % ET«I TTiffd 1 ?I3ff 1 2 % 1 6, 1 9 % 
23 %k 30 1970 J 23% 27'SUK%, 1970 ; 2 % 6, 1 1 % 1 3, 1 6 % 1 8, 

30Slk 31ET%, 1970! I % 3, 6 % 1 0 13%k 14, 16, 17, 20% 2 4, 27 % 30*1^1 

1970, l^fk 4% 1970T%?ff £ *T<TSfr g-Tdlf % i nfa% 5TT% TT, 

q^mrt % sfk JT^FqmisV, fkrkn ?n%t»i %k fasfkr ^rrpTJTTT % »t% 

%qT5rR[7iTTwr% ?ft% fafa >rc fa^nr qrc% % faq «p® ikft farqr ?rk snff 
^ 11 ^ 1970 f% '*$?! %9T |>% IT *T? wnU^PT JTf STcTfa §T? fif 

qrrnff %krqT % dft ^rrc[%V, wksn - %dr |, : ( 1 ) fa Ti^d - ^Tfasr 

wk tpl^IRT ^Tfr5T # 5n%t | ; ( 2 ) fa^E'Hsff^ *TT^?r ^ I 

STR 1 1 Et. 1 970 q% mmm, fk%v % TIKcT % 4J3JJ fJETUlf% «fV 

f^qrq^rr? w% | i ^wnHT, 

tTJT o E^far, 
TT-Tfa^R I ’ 

[10 ( 6 ) / 7 0 — fa^FfV II] 
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S.O. 2078. — In pursuance of section 20 of the President and Vice-Presidential 
Elutions Act, 1952 (31 of 1952), the Central Government hereby publishes the 
order made on the 11th May, 1970 by the Supreme Court of India, In Election 
Petition No- 5 of 1969. 

“IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 

ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 

Election Petition No. 5 of 1969 

(Under Part III of the Presidential and Vice-Presidential Election Act, 1952) 

1. Shrl Abdul Ghanl Dar, Member, Parliament, Lok Sabha, 12-D. Feroze- 

shah Road, New Delhi. 

2. Shri Dahyabfiai V. Patel, Member Parliament, Rajya Sabha, 18, Dr. 

Rajendra Prasad Road, New Delhi. 

3. Shri Arjun Singh Badoria, Member Parliament, 216, North Avenue, New 

Delhi. 

4. Shri Yashwant Singh Kushwah, Member Parliament, 103, South Avenue, 

New Delhi. 

5. Shri Janardhan Shinkre. Member Parliament, 118, South Avenue, New 

Delhi. 

6. Shri J, M. Imam, Member Parliament, Lok Sabha, 31, Canning Lane. 

New Delhi. 

7. Shri K. M. Kaushik, Member Parliament. Lok Sabha. 68, South Avenue, 

New Delhi. 

8. Shri P. N. Soiankhi, Member Parliament, Lok Sabha, 204, North Avenue, 

New Delhi-1. 

9. Shri Mahendra Meghi. Member Parliament, Lok Sabha, 60, South Avenue 

New Delhi. 

10. Mr. G. L. Gowd, Member Parliament, Lok Sabha, 86, South Avenue, 

New Delhi. 

11. Shri Abdul Razak, Member Legislative Assembly, Haryana, Chandigarh. 

12. Shri Brlj Lai Verma, Member Legislative Assembly, Madhya Pradesh, 

Bhopal 

13. Shri R. C. Pandey, Member Legislative Assembly 1 * Madhya Pradesh, 

Bhopal. 

14. Shri Wash Lai Arjun, Member Legislative Assembly, Madhya Pradesh, 

Bhopal. 

13. Shri Jagmohan Singh, Member Legislative Assembly, Madhya Pradesh, 
BhcspaL 

16. Shri Jagdish Prashad. Verma. Member Legislative Assembly, Madhya 
Pradesh, Bhopal. 

17. Shri Kapil Deo Narain Singh, Member Legislative Assembly, Bihar, 
Patna. 

18. Shri Yudanandan Singh, Member Legislative Assembly. Bihar, Patna. 

— Petitioners. 


Versus 

Shri V. V. GIri, The President of India, Rashtrapati Bhawan, New Delhi — 

Respondent. 

Uth May, 1970 

CORAM : 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice S. M. SikrI. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice J. M. Shelat- 
Hon’ble Mr. Justice V, Bhargava. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice G. K. Mitter. 

Hon’ble Mr. Justice G. A. Valdialingam. 
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For the Respondent — M/s. C. K. Daphtary, D. Narasaraju, S. T, Desai and 
Mohan Kumaramangalam, Senior Advocates (M/s. H. K. L, Bhagat, 
S. K. Dholakia, J. B. Dadachanji Eavinder Naraln, and O. C. Mamur. 
Advocates with them) . 

For the Attorney General for India, Flection Commission of India and. 
Returning Officer, Presidential Election ■ — Mr. Jagdish Swarup, Solicitor 
General Dr. L. M. Singhvi, Senior Advocate (M/s. R. H. Dhebar and 
S. P. Nayar, Advocates, with them. 

THE PETITION above-mentlone alon^vith Election Petition Nos. 1, 3 and 
4 of 1969 being called on for hearing before this Court on the 12th to 18th. 
19th to 23rd and 30th days of January 1970, the 23rd to 27th days of February. 
1970, the 2nd to 6th, 11th to 13th, 16th to lath, 30th and 31st days of March, 
1970 (he 1st to 3rd, 6th to 10th, 13th, 14th, 16th, 17th, 20th to 24th, 27th to 30th 
days of April 1970 the 1st, and 4th to 8th days of May 1970 UPON hearing 
Counsel for the Parties Counsel for the Attorney General for India, Election. 
Commission and the Returning Officer, the Court took time to consider its 
Judgment and the Petition being called Qn for orders on the 11th day of May 
1970 THIS COURT while observing that the reasons 'will be announced later 
on DOTH ORDER (1) THAT the Petition above-mentioned be and is hereby 
dismissed (2) THAT there shall be no order as to costs of this Petition. 

WITNESS the Hon’ble Mr. Mohammad Hidayatullah, Chief Justice of India at 
the Supreme Court, New Delhi dated this the 11th day of May, 1970. 

(Sd.) M. P. Saxena, 
Deputy Registrar.” 


[No. 10(6)/70-LegII.] 

A. S. LOKANATHAN, 
Officer on Special Duty. 

R!T° WT o 2 0 7 8 .-Tir^fhT tftX fRRi-RR- SrfafRRH, 1952 (l952 VT 

31) ffYsrnr 20 %«ppn 7 n'if, i 969 R>VfRRtRR’*nff rW s^r 

fhpmpf 3TTT 11 ip?, 197 0TtfefT W RRRfRTR § I 


v hi wmi 3 

1969 fRWfTR WTft 5 

(Tpsj’pfk sftr g’KRShd’m ftrafcpT srfafRtrE, 1952 % net 3%*itfrR) 

2. sfr ^to <t£h, tfER RTPT, TTW RRT, 18, TT° STRTR 

R$ fWt I 

3. WtfPH, ERR RRHT, 216, Rf I 

4. «ft WPR pRTf, HRHI, 108 RTER Rf I 

5. ’sft 'SIRT^R ffTRT^, RRR RTPT, 1 1 8, Rf feFft | 

6. >sfT <Ro QTTo ^RTR, ERR RRHT, HW RET, 31, %f%E EE, R 1 ^ I 

7 . isft %o URo E^ERET, E^F RET, 68, ETEE Rf I 

8. sft Tt° (JRo ^:tft J EE^EE*E,Et»FEET, 1 2 0 4 , rH Rf 

9. «fY e|HT ETHt, tfE^ EEHT, E>F RET, 60, ETEE Rf ftp?E> I 
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10 . MY ^fYo 7 MW ?rw, so, tottto, t? fcrofY i 

1 1. «ft W®^T Tsnr, TOTOW, fTOHTTO TUT, ^fTOTOPTOT, M^TOT I 

1 2. MY TOTOY, TO3T, ftwr TOTOT, TOSTO TO^TT, wftHTTT I 

1 3. MY TOTTo MY° TOTT, TT^TT, fTOOTTO TOTOT, TOSTO TO^TO, MYtoM I 

15 . MY totto ww totort, farm totot, tort to^t, vfmrRT i 
1 5 . MY STTOTOY^TO f%f , TOTOFT, fWR TOTOT, TOST TO^T, vrtTRT I 
1 6. MY 'HO'flVI TOTOTT TOTOY, TOTOFT, fWTTO PtT, TTE3T 3%?!, toYtoTF I 
1 7. MY TfTOF ^T TORTTOTO fM?, TOTOFT, fWTTO TOTOT, filfTT, TOZTOT I 
is. MY to^toto fro?, totoft, fromr tot, ft^rc, toztot — snffan, i 

TOTOTTO 

MY^fYo MY° frofr, 

vrnrr % tt^toIto, tto jto% tototo, fcF-fY — toftM? i 

11 1 ^, 1970 

•TntTfarfa MY ^to° r^To MY^ 
fTOTTrftrrfiT MY ^ro tttt o Mfto 

FTTTOTftJTOfTO MY Mf° totMto 
-•MMJ lfyMfcT MY MY° %0 farR 
•-M (M I fb<H fct MY "pft o T* o ^ ^TOfMTOTO 

Mt TO 

TOMfciOi MY MYt % . TOftrrwi toM MY ° MY° TOfror, tiro ° t(to <>■ 

TOFT Ml <. %o i^fo ciJl I 

toftMY MYMYrYr . . TOfWs wftR^rr toM MY MYo %o tototMY, ?fY<> 

wm[, qroo t*Y° &nf, ^fYr toY^to fron: 
TOTOTOTO (TOTO% TOFT TOftlTOTOTOT TOTO MY C£TO° 
Mo IT^fo TOTOTO, TJTOo % St'-lfrTOT, MYo flYo 
TTTOT TOTTO MY, t5rT TOTCTOTTO Tflz Mto MYo- 
tofjt 1 

to§t Ml froMYrr <. MY 'TOTOtY'trtoto to, to1W5~ 

TOftTTOTOTOT ¥T° 0 !3[TOo fTOEtMY (TOTOM TOTTO 

TOftJTOTOTOT TOM MY TOTTo T£TO 0 <JtoT MYt t£TO 0 ■fYo 

TOTTOT ) I 


TOTFT M TO^T ^TOTTOTOTMY 

totft % froroYroro tottoYto, MYt fYsfroro 
TOlfw, TFJtoW fTOTOYTOTO MYMk 
It 


1969MYM®TT 1, 3 TOW 4 MY fTOTOfTOTO TOfWfT % TOTTO TTO^>W ?Rff 12% 16, 19 
% 23MYT 30 FPTTOfY, 1970 ; 23% 27TOiTTOfY, 1970; 2 % 6, 1 1 % 13, 16 % 18,. 
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30*ftT 3 1 RT*f, 1970’; 1 % 3, 6% 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 2 0 % 2 4, 27 % 30 rfjT, 
1970; 1, sflT 4 % 8 1970 6% ? TRIvET % ERST fa?;* TT% TT, IffW <f % 

TIt'ET, W % E^T JETORlfr, fdTTRd ETEPr sfa fcfdE % Erra^E Tt 56% % 

4N(T wiRP-tE % TPT6 fd' J f U TT 6T% 67 f%cr 'tj'yf ERR fERT RVt EE? % 1 1 E"£ , 
1 9 7 0 6% %W ijt% 6T E^ •EPHRE Eq EET% f% < M\' ) fl 6% 6~lq u ll ETE % 6% EP^fV ET%W 

%et 15 , ( i ) f% irsff »rrfTE sffc ^reiitt Erfor 6fr Epfr £ ; ( 2) fa se Rjff 

% *te e% etee vtf srr^r e$t $Tet 1 

fcflj* eie 11 Eg, 1 970 6% E'fEEE rENLm, Hiecfl % ’HKU % EW ’5% 

^ IV,A l E I ^ ^E% 6 l %T ^ I 

(^o) E^o <fto E#ET 
EqrfETJTT |” 

|e° io(e)/70-1w«fr II] 

t[E 0 ^nrm, 
fr?k ^rrcrfftmfl- i 


ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 2nd June 1970 

S.O. 2079. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 
13A of the Representation of the People Act, 1950, the Election Commission in 
consultation with the Government of Kerala, hereby nominates Shrl S. Narayana- 
swamy, Home Secretary to the Government of Kerala, as the Chief Electoral 
Officer for the State of Kerala with effect from the date he takes over charge and 
until further orders vice Shri S. Naganathan. 

[No. 1&4/5/70.] 


ETTT fH*fEE ETEtE 

feyEt, 2 5JE, 1970 


2079.— sTfrlrFeresr ’srfa’F^TTrr, i950 TVmr ( 1 ) 

jprr ERE ElfEREt TT STE^T TTTi|% fEEfEE ETE>E, %TR ETT1T % ETrE?f %, Rf ir?r°ErEErE 
% rq-|7T WX %TT ETTIT % E? EfEE , Ef 7^° ETOEhlWEl E% TE% EE% '(TIT EtEtE% 

6% crrrV^r % %te tpt %f?rq;q;<5E fEE?EE ecPtiet^rt % ^TKrErEfEffEcr 
RTET $ I 

[E° 154/5/70] 


ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 7th Map 1970 

S.O. 2080.— Whereas the Election Commission is satifted that Shrl Samra Kol, 
R/O village Asanbanl, P. O. Guhiyajori, District Santhal Pargana s (Bihar), a 
contesting candidate for mid-term election to the Bihar Legislative Assembly held 
in February, 1969 from Godda Assembly Constituency, has failed to lodge an 
account of his election expenses as required by the Representation of the People 
Act, 1931, and the Rules made thereunder; 
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2, And whereas, the said candidate even alter* due notice has. not s 
reason or explanation tor the failure and the Election Commission is sat] 
'pas no good reason or justification for such failure; 


ha jpa 


iven any 
ifled that 


'3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Samra Kol, to be disqualified for being 
chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or the Legislative 
Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years from the 
date of this order. 


[No. BR-LA/155/69(89).J 


wrist 

1970 

wr o 2080 . — wptV w ft *nn | f% fafR farmr fft ^ 

ftfiT 'f)Wd, 19 69 $f^Rt3rr^fffR^R%faT[ 155, TOT 

qivl < *rt Hi q i <rTV ni*r fit* 5 f%HT ttritt mrirt 

(fafR) hr; srftrffifear 1 g 5 1 to *nr ftpnff srt 

fn^T-'in spft 1 'trfei'fi "tr<A Jf WERH ^ ; 

*fR qtr: snfRdR ^ ft*t fir 'fft str wmRTflT 

$ Tit's *frm ITKRT PTr^sjTf.CT fain 5 ; rWT ftdfad Td df TOOTfi ft 
^ptt ^ ftr Mid t^ht tmrf.Hdr % fnt[ tirr m 'didtf'TdT dtft $ ; 

tiff: Wd, ddd *wftr(dd+i STRT 1 0 V % *H*j j TH li i it fddMd WTdtd 0,1 1 ir 

dw *-fr tott ^tr=r «rt rr %dtdf dddf Jr % fadft *ft rro % m fWt tr^ qft fwd r*tt 

W fdBTTd dforf % ddHT dPt tftd fft % fair T?t dT^ST % rftd dd T?V 

TdHTdfa fdT[ ftdffd dtfad TRdT | i 

[*#o fdfR-fao iro/l 5 5/69(89)1 
Neiv Delhi, the 14 th Man 1970 

8.0. 2081. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Ram 
Prabesh Pandey, R/O Bhulanbarari Colliery. P.O. Pathardih, District Dhanbad) 
(Bihar), a contesting candidate for the mid-term election to the Bihar Legislative 
Assembly held in 1909 from 280-Sindri Assembly Constituency, has failed to 
lodge an account of his election expenses within the time as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas* the said candidate even after due notice has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Ram Prabesh Pandey to be disquali- 
fied for being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament 
or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 
three years from the date of this order. 


[No. BR-LA/280/69(90).J 
By Order, 

ROSHAN LAL, Secy. 


df ft?#, 14 df, 1970 

TJRo 208 1. WIT:, fddWd WPTtd Td ddTKTTd ft ddT $ fa ftfTT -f'CHW 

RNT %f?FT 1969iff^ dKTTdfa fddfdd % fair 2 8 0, ftprd fddtdd ffof it Y’ 1 * 
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TMt «ft TPT stftf TT^T, f^TTTffr ijdd ddrft TtfddCt, 7>o — TWTTTy, 

ftm tfRrrr (ft^R ) ?frr srfdfdfafd trffffwr, 1 95 1 fr«rr r^kFpt srdrcr no faq^jp- 

arm itffarfr tuft % tr-dr fadPTd «pfr tt &«rr sifsr* trt stow § ; 

*rVt, W: , TR T«ft«!dTT 7% WT gw W R dt *TTTt 5HTWdT 
% fan ^'rf wgr tpttt pp^taTN ftdT £ ; ?m fadWd tnrbr wnr H^nrrr*r 
^ *PTT $ fa 7E% TT?T WEdcTT % fcP^ Tti 'Td’RT TTTJT SPTdT ^TRfrfafd 

*$ t ; 

*FT:, Vff, 7 W srfsfdnT tTITT 1 0-?: % tFTdRT $ ftd’Nd tmfbT t>cT^aRT 

tth %fr ttr srt^r 'mid mdtJrfr f%dttft-md %dr f%dt mr 

dft fror-rmiT mm fdtm'rfTdd % dd dpt *fk % fair wpfffr ^ diTto 
% tTt ?t % tit Ti-Tr^nj ■£ r>T f^-^f^rr Rlfr r % 1 

[d° fa^Td-fdo TT°/ 280 / 69 ( 90 ).] 

srr^tfr 

ftdd dPT, R%d I 


ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 13th May 1970 

S.O. 2082. — Whereas the Election Commission ia satisfied that Shri Sukhdev 
Ram, S/o Shri Mehtab Ram, R/o village and post Office Bhere, Tehsll Una, 
District Kangra, Himachal Pradesh a contesting candidate for election to the 
Himachal Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 28-Amb Assembly Constituency, 
has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas after considering the representation made by the said candidate, 
the Election Commission ia further satisfied that he has no good reason or justifi- 
cation for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Sukhdev Ram, to be disqualified for 
being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

[No, HP-LA/28/B7 ( 1 ) .] 


di fc?dt-13 df 1970 

208 2.— dd: fddfad dTdYd dd RTTTNFT ft W ? fijdWT 5T$WT 
fdRTd tTffT T %r fadldd % fa? 28 -tTR" ENT fddfdd-£d E ^dTd Ndd 

etE mfprdiT “4 t qTdtd tte gpr «fr trprd ttn fddTdt dtd eet tt° $tt, dddtE 
ddT, fddT WTTT, ffdTdd ST^JT I EtfT dfdfdrdrd NfETfddE, 1951 d«TT drift'd 
*CdTO rfTT ffprtff 3TTT EtfEd NTd fddfdd Rdf TT Et ST'JT drfad dTd E WThd 

e? t; 


tftr, ipt;, ddri jkt fef dq, trtdBted R fddR drr% % RdPT 

%JT l Td^ 5TTd>r Tft TPTTETIdftdqT | fdi TTR % faq dftf 

*Tq? c d ^il i u i dT PntftfdPT u(fl 
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R: , gg, gw gftrfggg trrcr 1 o-t % wjgrnr Jr fwfw gfeg trg^- 
S'* gw ’sftg’g^g ?th grrggg %fwft gtgw % qr fwft ttw n?r fawg 
^TT *T«TTr feTET TpUR % gTW =^I gul tfo; ^t -T % fair, ^ gfe!T ^ gfegr % 
ifrg w wurgfa %fg<r fgvf^g g,wr £ 1 

[go -f^o g 0 -fq 0 go/28/67( 1 )] 

S.O. 2083. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Bharat 
Prasad, S/o Shri Chandra Shekhar, 14/0, Benajhabar Labour Colony, Kanpur, 
Uttar Pradesh, a contesting candidate for election to the Uttar Pradesh Legislative 
Assembly from 295-Kanpur Cantonment Assembly Constituency, has failed to 
lodge an account of his election expenses in the manner required by the 
Representation of the People Act. 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not rectified the 
defects In his account of election expenses and has not given any reason or expla- 
nation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied that he has no good 
reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Bharat Prasad, to be disqualified for 
being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. UP-LA/295/69(34) .] 

tTRoWto 208 3- — W:, g pflO SRT uhTU lu S^t ggr ^ fV drl t Id M M 

rot %fagfgg'hrg %fan 295^57; fggfw 

g«tffenr>ift grw spur ■srawi, 1 4/6 ggrsrun:, 

gur , ufe gfgfgftug trfgferg, 1951 mu (fefrr wiv gg srwr 
fffa % *r<ur fgg'rw grfag Jr «urgg t ; 


tflr r: , gw g«ffenx % g^r to tjgfe farcr gpt te rV fggfgg 
wfe % %£ gft ^fefrw gfefew g$r fw£ gh: gg# wfe gg wert % fog 
tpnrw ip gpsforgg g$f feu f; ggr fogfog umtg vr g§ ggigpr rt t 
for gg % tut w tmtHgr % feu ^ ggfor wi g r Fgpflfgjg | ; 


war sur, gw gfofgg g ^ trra 1 ogi ^ gggrg Jr fagfag urmg g^sru 
gw “gf grw ggrg «Ef ggg % toft gt gw % gr MY ttw fgsrrg gw 
gw ferrggfrgr ^gwg^gr^ tfMYgfcfotr Tggferr^ urffe % tffa g*f ilY 
WHurfa $rfog fgrffg grwr | 1 


[(to gogo-jgo go / 2 9 5/ 69( 34)] 

New Delhi, the 14 th May 1970 

S.O- 2084.— -Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Babu 
Ram, S/o Shri Chotey Lai, Nagla Daduan, H/o Village Phulanpur, Post Office 
Bahadurpur Majhgawan, District Farrukhabad (Uttar Pradesh) a contesting 
candidate for election to the Uttar Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 314- 
Umarda Assembly Constituency, has failed to lodge an account of his election 
expenses as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1931, and the 
rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act. the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Babu Ram to be disqualified for being 
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chosen as and, for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the Legis- 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

[No. UP-LA/3I4/6»(35).J 


14 Ef, 1970 

(fto 20 84-3tf.‘ WVftT TT RETETR ft RTT | ftp ijfR ST^TfT ftm*T 

?tet ftrarNpi % ftrc[ 345 awf ?tet ft'^f^T-tapr ^ arpt Nfft 
31TT ^ftfR TPT 4t ©tE RET fUTHT ^T'RTE^iT '^T'TJT, ITo irsTiTPlt 

f^T 3 -tR sr^r sfftr srfa PfRac^ srftrftrfE' , 1951 cr«rr crfsfftr 

*1^ ftTOTt STTT W ftlTT ftfqW-i' sq-qf ipx qrtf wt %gT 5Tftr?T qR^ 1 if 

*iwr Tf f ; 

wK, w ^ ^ *mrer r feg sn% qrr vft *r?r ( iRvrr % ftrt£ 

Tt$ Titr H'H'tr favr f; cr«rr srnfPr jr qf *prrarq ft iprt 

t ftp ^^1% TRT RT srfrWcTT % ftf<jr qrt^ 'PTftd' qtRW ifT STJTq'tftlcq qff ^ ; 

U3'-, 5T3T; WrtrftTW ^ STITT ^ 1 0 — SFT % srjflTTT if ftf'Tfad STfftf 
d'TfSRT qdq NT fTTfnT *fft (RTT % ftpfft *ff RT-T ^ tD %#1 TTJT qrt ftrtJP T 
fun vw f^ETPT 'rfuR % ?r^qr tjt srrfT ifftc |>% % ftw, w *rr£*r qrt trVt it 
(far fv TTHRftr%ftr(T ftrrf^r fRcrr | t 

[Eo * O ffo-ftrolTo/314/69(35)] 

S.O. 2085.— Whereas the Election Commission Is satisfied that Shri Bateshwar, 
S/d Shri Mathuri. Village Bhulbhuliapur, H/o Village Mahsajian, Post Office 
Thathia, District Farrukhabad (Uttar Pradesh) a contesting candidate for election 
to the Uttar Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 314-Umarda Assembly Consti- 
tuency, has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses In th° manner 
required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the rules made 
thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Bateshwar, to be disqualified for being 
chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the Legis- 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

[No. UP-LA/314/69(3ft).] 
208 5- — fd: ftT#R STPTftr fTT EflTtfFT ft EqT £ ftp S'rR ST^VT 

ftravT ?wt % ftp* ftrqftpr % ftrq 3 1 4 -^qsrf turr ftrqftpr-Rq % ^tpt qftr 

?«rkvnr «ft «kwt: eft vr^ft, qftr v^gftprnr, to tfftrr vfft'vr , rro fsqr, 

ftjHT T^STJfTT (3TR S^TfT ) tTft? SrftrftrftTR WftrftT^TH', 1951 (PIT cR^tfftr ^PTR 

qg ftmt ffm ftftr ?r «ro% ftr^ftpr ^ *pt ^nar gR^r ^ wuh 

^ i ; 

«fftc, Iiw: , ^ 13 % RCT 41 (J'RT ftftr ^ <R »ft RT % 

ftfir ?ptf Pi^T)»h ' tq qff ftm | ; ct«it ftRift^r *rmftr *pt ®rf W5H 

ft jett g ftp ^ftrq^ 'Rifa wtttjtt Hmftftjw ^t 
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m: , sk, tut ’Trtrf^Tfr 'tut 1 0-^ % Jr 5 rrqVr nrr^pr 

# #re % ft# # ?r?r % m ft# w # fro *nu wi ftupr 
qft^ftTRHT #r fft % ftv ije ?rr^r # dnftr Jr ?fUr TTHFrfsr 
fav ppt | 1 

[# ^osro-fsfo tfo /3 1 4 / 6 9 ( 36 ).] 


S.O. 2086.— Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shrl Klrpal 
Singh, Village Bhangwan, Post Office Dalelpur, District Gurdaspur, a contesting 
candidate for the mid-term general election held in February, 1909 to the Punjab 
Legislative Assembly from 34-Dhariwal Constituency, has failed to lodge an account 
of his "election expenses as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951, 
and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate, even after due notices, has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied that 
he has no good reason or Justification for the failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Kirpal Singh to be disqualified for being 
chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

[No. PB-LA/34/69(20) ] 

#0 2086. — TT , Pwft'i Pf fPmiT'T £ft TTT ^ ft’T'tl^ fdfJT'T ITfiT "ft !"#[ 

1969 Ji rrwiidO-T 'i|f]iT' j i Pf^'Hd % P-iq 34-til'CldM fd'B-'i’i' 3# Jf Ht'l 31#, 
d'uikd I i # IfTTH fUTT, tTPT 'ipRITT, TT 0 4?l fftTT TT4PTTT, HIT ####? ###) *1 

19 51 iTgt ?f|#T 3PTTTT RV fJpjrff THT ?P# fd#d"d **1# 4T #aT «#acr »E# Jf 

WR Tt? ; 

IPT: 'SfNRT ftir WT't IT #5PT# W tETOHdr $ fair 

#£ ^tpJT SEUTT PpAj'pTVf ^ felT 5; dNT fn^J-PT STPfPT JT5 flHiuH t PTT | ft 
TRT W WFTTT % f#r q#RT ! PTPT ITT RT#f#*T Hlff 1 ; 

5PT:, %JW, TPT ###PT # KTRT 1 0-P % Jf ft#^T 5TPfR Ud43TU 

# ff T Hf# ? St# TR# Jf JT ft# # TRR % W ft# TRif # fatTH R’flT <T*T*r 

fttJTT qft'TT# 31# #1 ifft % fttr ^ # d#y ?T #R # # vthttFst 

% ftq; fJpffT #t#T ! RPfT | I 

[tfo q-'^R-fto Ro/34/69(20)] 

S.O. 2087. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shrl Babu Lai 
S/o Shrl Lohrey, R/o Village and Post Office Jharota, Tahsil Sadabad, District 
Muthura, Uttar Pradesh a contesting candidate for election to the Uttar. Pradesh 
Legislative Assembly from 309-Gokul Assembly Constituency, has failed to lodge 
an account of his election expenses as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951. and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for sudh failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Babu Lai, to be disqualified £pr being 
chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the Legis- 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years from 
the date of this order. 


[No. UP- LA/389/69 (39) .] 
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TT^o?fro 208 7 — EE: fEETTOT ETE>T FTEETETE | ft EtTT fFETE 

SHUT ftft^fEftTOTFfftrj 3 6 EET fEETTOT-5TE ft EEIE Eft TO% ErftftlT 

ft toi^ to htot ft E'ftft, fTOEfr Eft tot et° EiftT, EFEft 

ETTOETT, fTOET E*JU, EHT Eft ETF EfEfEftPTO EftrftTOT, 19 51 <T*TT TOEtfft 

tottt[ e^ from ii u ft Pee to ft fEEfror seto ft Frf ft ftrr, FiftfE toe ®r 
nnw t| ? ; 

\ Eft TO:, EFH EftftETT % E% Fe^EF *[TOTT fft TOft TO ft $E EEFEET % 

fft Ftf ftte eeto ft^toet qft fen | ; tot fEEfror Eftft to ee 
EETETE ft TOT t ft EE% TOE ?E OTTOT % fftr Fff TETTO FFE El 
'■EfttfTOE Eft ^ ; 

m : , EE, TOE EfaFEEE Ft STITT 1 0-F % EEEEE it fEEITOT ETEtE ftee- 
5TTT TOE ft TOE TOFT Ft EE^ % ftrot ft ETOT % TO ftEt TITO Ft fEETE EET 
EETO ftarPTEftT^ % ETOE ft TOT% Eft ft% % fft[, fEETEW Ft Epffar E 
cfft TOT Ft FTTOTOftl F fft frofftT FTET | I 

[T» Eo ffo-fto e° /369/69( 39).] 

8.0. 2088. — Whereas the Election. Commission is satisfied that Shri Bhunda 
Singh S/o Shrl Behari, R/o Village Baldev, Tahsil Sadabad, District Mathura, 
Uttar Pradesh a contesting candidate for election to the Uttar Pradesh Legislative 
Assembly from 309-Gokul Assembly Constituency, has failed to lodge an account 
of his election expenses as required by the Representation of the People Act, 
1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason for justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act. the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Bhunda Singh, to be disqualified for 
being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this Order. 

[No. UP-LA/389/69(40).] 

EE °ET 2088 : — EE: fEE?TOT TO I TOE FT EETTOE ft ETO ft TOP" Eft 
ftfREETO % ftir fEE?EE % ftE 3 6 9-E>FTO EET fftf TOT 5ft E ■'ftTTE Eft 
TO% ETOftEP ft TJTOT fft E^TO ftfftrft, fEETftETE TOft dftft ETTOTOE, 

ftror eeto, etot srft, toif EftfrofftE EfafftE, 1951 eet e eeFe eeto to 

ftEEt 5TTO Eftft TOTE 1 fEE?Ed TOEl FT F>f ft ftr ETpETO FTO E EEFTO ft f( ; 

Eft, EE:, EEE ETfiftTOT # EE ETOF ^TOTT fft TOTE ET ft ^E EEFEET % 
fftr FTTOE FEET EPftFTE Eft fftr if EET fEETTOT toimTE FT EE EETETE 
ft EET I ft EE% TOE ^E EEFEET % fE r [ Fli TETTO FTTO TO TOIEYeTO Eft 

I; 

EE:, EE , EEE ftftfTOTE ft ETTT 1 0-F % EEETE fEdftE ETTOE TTEE- 
JITT EEE 5ft TjvET fft ft EEE % ftft ft ETOT % TO ftft Tfro ft fEETE 
EET EEET ftETE EfftE % ETOE ft TOTE eV ETE' F fth, *TT ETEF 
ft Eftft ft, EtEEEft FTETEft F fft fETfft TOET ^ I 

[fto EoEo-ftoEo/369/69( 40 ) ] 
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S.O. 2089. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Ganpati 
Singh, S/o Shri Kanha Singh, R/o Village and Post Office Sihora, Tahsil Mat, 
Distrfrir Mathura, Uttar Pradesh a contesting candidate for election to the Uttar 
Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 369-Gokul Assembly Constituency, has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses in the manner as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, after considering the representation made by the said candi- 
date, the Election Commission is further satisfied that he has no good reason or 
justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Ganpati Singh, to be disqualified for 
being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. UP-LA/389/69 (41).] 

otft 0 2989: — Td: fRsrhR 5HRtR dd RRWTR RUT $ fV RfK fURR RUT 
% fddtdd 369 -dtw rut tT^rtr dwfkdK 

# rpTTfdfd? RR/T , fdRTTft RtRRRT ¥T 0 f^tu, Rtj, fRHT 

R'jTT) RrU 'll 't' R fqfpr fR itrRjfdnr, 1951 RUT R RtftR sMUt RR fRRRt TO 

®rW§TR 0 fcl tT 'MHd fddf'dd ®RRt RR si 'a 1 RTpS'R R ; wq'+iH ^ J 

5ft L RR:, 7W Trfftddrr JTO fad Rd d»dr?dd RTfaRKRTOf %qTdP[ 
RRT fdd?dd 5ffdtd RR df RRFRTR ift RRT | fa SR% RiR W dddddi % fat'd 
Rttf ddf^d RR7RT dT?dTdTfd?d R^Y | ; 

5Td: , RR, RRR RfafaRR dft RTO 1 0-RT % R^fRTR R fddtdd dTdtd Ud^KT 
HRR *ft dddfd dft RRT % faftft dt RTR % df farift TTRR jfa fatJTR ddf RRRT 
fddTd diWd % RRfR did 5ft 3 : dtd % far<r, d RfaR dt RrftU d ^ftd RR Rfa 
RRHfRfR % fat'd ffirfeRRURT t I 


[do 1 odo-fd OR 0 / 369 / 69 ( 41 ). ] 

S.O. 2090. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Balbir 
Singh, S/o Shri Jaswani Singh R/o Village Tehra, Post Office Sonai, Tehsil Mat, 
District Mathura, Uttar Pradesh a contesting candidate for election to the Uttar 
Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 369-Gokul Assembly Constituency, has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses in the manner as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not gjven any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 1QA of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Balbir Singh, to be disqualified for 
being chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the 
Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. UP-LA/369/69 (42) .] 
trir 0 jfr o . 2090 ; — rr: faRfaiR rtrpt rt rrirh RT rrt % far rut sttr 

fadTR RRT % fad fRRIRR %fad 369-RfaH RUT fRRPRR-Sfa R RRTR R3R RtH 
UfafaRK "4t ifRRh fRU R^ Nt RRRpfY fRR, fRRTRt RTR ffaH, RT° R~TRi[, RffafaT 
RT3, fafHT RRU, RRT RUT RTT RffafafadR RMRRR, 19 51 RRT RTRYr RRTd 
Rd fRRRt JUT RdfaR ftfR R RRR fRR?RR ®TRt RT W6T TTfaTH RUf Jf RRtpR 
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W'tL, tR;, HR d t-qYd't 1 t ^ ^j7^- qr; sfy ^ ^Tfi'R'ETT % 

f"i ' [ ti£ 311 <h ti ' 'ji d?ft ftflT ^ ; ?m Prarfad irprtd tt dK ti ih 

?t dq I ^ fr % Hid ^d dd’Ti'ddT % Pd(T T^rf^^T 't'TT'Ji Wl JqTqTfdiR 

t ; 

dd:, 3R:, : <Lfd ’rfyf'IM H Tt dTTT 1 0— T % ’H'Jd t u l d fddTdd dTdTd 
diddl'd Hdd sfr Trfidfdf Tt ddd %fddft tft ddd % dl fadf TFR Tt fwid 
ttatt dddr fdyrd qfVsre^ddfd dd md sftd qrd % fad, ^dsn^d Tt drffa 
d rfR dd TV TTHIdfiT %■ fRTT fddfkd TTdT $ I 

[f» d °do-fa oR o/369/fi9/( 42). J 
New Delhi, the 26 th May 1970 

S.O. 2091. — Whereas the Election Commission ia satisfied that Shri K. S. 
Shanmuga Cavoundar, Sellipet, Sorapet (P-O.) Mannadipeth Commune, Pondi- 
cherry, a contesting candidate for the mid-term election held in March, 1969 to the 
Pondicherry Legislative Assembly from Mannadipeth Constituency, has failed to 
lodge an account of his election expenses in the manner required by the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas, after considering the representations made by the said candidate, 
the Election Commission is further satisfied that he has no good reason or 
justification for the failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri K. S. Shanmuga Cavoundar to be dis- 
qualified for being chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of Parlia- 
ment or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period 
of three years from the date of this order. 

[No. PD-LA/14/69.J 

By Order, 

A. N. SEN, Secy- 


df fodft, 26d^, 1970 

STto 2001 -Wlffarfaddld^fiTlddraR^ W^fadfa, 1 969tfgd dffa- 
fadid ddT % dtajTdfy PrPr % fair hnk'I'U Pidfad tfar % =3pTT d, h iPdtd- 
qTL’sft^oiTR'o JfRTJJTTd7R3iTT,^r4l^-,RtTT'?E (9T°5fto) WFffifs Tt^Jd, dtfadfr, 
hit 5 r%PrfsnR ssrftrfwr, 1951 pdett ddsfar ttttt dd ffafaf sm d^Pstd ftfd *T fadfad 
wpff TT HHT dlfad TTrT *T SRTTH 7$ f ; 

5fld,dd: ddd qrurT'Tn' aTO fad dd STRI^fil' dd fddTd %dddd[;fddfaid 
«mfrq tt dd TTdTyTd fr ddT 5 fa dd% tw ?d wfhhi % fad Tt$ ddifa trh tt 
R pftfnw d$^ ; 

*!d:, ?R, ddd 5ffaPidd Tt dUT 1 0 -T % SpjTPd if fddfad TTTdtd on 3 a I U dW 
>sft ^0 CTTTo EnjdTTRHdL Ttd'd^fa fadft dt ddd % qT fadfr 7J7d dft fdtJTd RdTdddT 
fayTd dfadd % Rdpq dfa hpT sfk % fntr, drd^?TrfVd ^ ^ttht- 

dfa % Pitf^d dtfw T73T ^ 1 


[do qifo^o-f^cRo/l4/69.I 

uifciti d, 

i^o tp;o %y, ttPah 1 
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ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 14th May 1970 

S.O. 2092.— Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Chunnu Lai 
S/o Shri Bala Prasad, Mohalla Mochiyana, Kilashpuri, Banda, District Banda 
(Uttar Pradesh), a contesting candidate for election to the Uttar Pradesh Legis- 
lative Assembly from 324-Banda Assembly Constituency, has failed to lodge an 
account of his election expenses as required by the Representation of the People 
Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas the said candidate even after due notices has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3, Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act, the Election 
■Commission hereby declares the said Shri Chunnu Lai, to be disqualified for being 
chosen as and for being a member of either House of Parliament or of the Legis- 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

[No. UP-LA/324/09(37).] 


«TT%?T 

Rf 14R$, 1970 

TTRo wV 209 2. — RR: RTRtR RT RRTerTR RT RRT RTF- 

Sf^Vr fRRTR RRT % fair ffiRMR % frR 324 RTtT RRT fTRHT AT RRTR RTR 
RT^RtJftRRTT rtr 53 R «ft rtrt urn, r° r'iIrrirt fatu 

RfRT (RRT srttr) RW 5Tfdft1«r R RftrfRRR, 19 51 RRT RRtftfi RTR RR fdRRT ITU 
RRfWR Rid ffiRpRR RT UlUuf'dT RTTRR RRR1 Rt|| ; 

RhRR:,RRR R TR tURtr T[RRT fart RTR TT RUTR RRVLfl % ftR qf|f 

TRW RRRT R^T fcRT f ; ffRT fRRfaR RTRtR RT R^ RRTETTR ft RRT 5 

tfRRR^RTR ^RRRRRRT %fRtr Rt$ RRfar RKW RT WRRAfR'fR" RrT 5 ; 

RR:, RR, RRR RfsfRRR RRT 1 0-V % RWJRRR R fdR^dd RTRTR tTRRjm 
RRTT «ff RTR R?[ RR^ % f%Tft Rt RRR % RT ftRft 7X5R fRHTR RRT RRRT 
pRSTTR % RRR ^ Rki % feRL ^R RKtR R?T RrfV<J % cftR stf # 

RRRTRftr% fat?; fRWf|R RRRT t I 

[Ro RoSTo Pro Ro/324/69( 37).] 

S.O. 2093. — Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that Shri Ali Mehdi, 
S/o Shri Mukhtar Mehdi, Purbi Kothi Banda, District Banda (Uttar Pradesh) a 
contesting candidate for election to the Uttar Pradesh Legislative Assembly from 
324-Banda Assembly Constituency, has failed to lodge an account of his election 
expenses in the manner required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951, 
and the Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due notice has not given any 
reason or explanation for the failure end the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for suc-h failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the said Act. the Election 
Commission hereby declares the said Shri Ali Mehdi, to be disqualified for being 
chosen as and for 'being a member of either House of Parliament or of the Legis- 
lative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

[No. UP-LA/324/69(38).] 
By Order, 

K. S. RAJAGOPALAN, Secy. 
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209 3. — TT : fTTt T-T iTPftT TT RTTnTPT ft W £ fa TyTT qkrfaRH 
’T'flT ^fTTTfi^pT %frpr 3 2 4 W\U TUTT f^THT ^ F ^TFT HfT WT% 

«fV wfl ifrft «ft T^TIT Jr^Tt , gcff ^TFsV Tfrr fw TPH (TtIt qfa ) TtT 5("fa- 

fafacT FrfirfTW, 1951 TqTdTtfFT WTTTT ipT farm £FT SI^fsfTT frfd T TTT farfaT 

TTvnrrsTfar if spttt £ ; 

wk TT: TTtT TnfkT K it ^FTT fen TFt T7 «ft VI TrUTHT %: 

fan Tt£ TTTT !TW fklw dft fell f ; T4T ffalfeFT TTFTfe TT ^ 
TOUHlkin \ fa TFT % TET W^TTTT % fat* 'Flfol Tl" 7 . 0 ! TT fepqiiftfa^T 
^ £ ; 

5RcT: , SUT , W FTfafaTT, qft OTU 1 0-T % ^009 T ffaifaFT Wife 
sm tft «ft sfat ?r?Hrc ir?fet Tt tttt^ % farfr vft ttct % tt fart urn 4ft' 

faiJFT TTOT WT faSTFT ifOTT % TFTUT ^ TT% Fife ffe % ^T ufarr Tt differ 
t Tt-r tt k TTvrrTffer % knT fkfar ttst % 1 

[To To To-foo-To /324/69( 3 8 ) - J 
Tiki fa 

fa° riTo TTTTtTFTT, 7T[ , 4'T t 


MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 2nd June 1979 

S.O. 2094. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 
of the Emigration Act 1922 (VII of 1922), the Central Government hereby ap- 
points Shrl P. N. Nair, Protector of Emigrants, Mandapam Camp & Tuticorln, to 
be Protector of Emigrants, Nagapattinam, in addition to his own duties with 
effect from the forenoon of 11th May 1970 during the absence of Shri R. Muthu- 
swamy on leave. 

[No. C.P.E.O./4/70.J 
M. L. KHOSLA, Attache (PVA). 


f<!T5T R5UTU 

df 2 3JT, 1970 

^FTo fato 2094. — 3miR FTfaffaUT 1922 ( 1922 TT dTW) % 

3 91 tl TRTT v ftW<T TT Ilfafe T"fat ^T[, faiffe TTFTTT s,tfa 51 FI faSTT f *■'■( ?T*fT ^pft- 
TtTT % TrWR faWT fat ft° TPTT fat fat 5TR° ^ddWlfat fat , fat SJEft qr 
fall TTf 1 , 1 9 7 0 % fa FFFT TTfa fa NifaffaET UOIMC-CMH TT 'ft 75[TO THSTT fe^'M 
TTrTl I 

[TTtj ifto ffo Tft ° / 4/ 7 0. J 

<pr° t^To ^tlMT, TT^TTft (ft fV y) 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Banking) 

New Delhi, the 3rd June 1970 

S.O. 2093. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 53 of the Banking 
Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), the Central Government, on the recommendation 
of the Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions of section 9 of 
the said Act shall not apply to the Gauhati Bank Ltd., Gauhati in respect of the 
under noted properties held by it, till the 31st March, 1971. 

1. 4B-OK-8L of land; Fatia No. 40, Vill. Barpanara, Karara. 

2. 4B-4K-UL of land; Fatta Nos. 8,77,79,82 and 88, Mauza-Khata. 

3. 0B-4K-4L of land; Patta Nos. 260(216) and 13, Mauzasila-sundarlghopa 

and Beltola. 

4. 2B of land; Fatta No. 88, Mauza-Bahjanl. 

5. 4B-17L of land; Patta No. 2, Barpeta Town. 

[No. F. 15(13)-BC/70.] 

fro RRT9TO 

(jffon from) 

RT 3 3JR, 197 0 

ijtfo *rto 2095: — faftroR srfaffm, 1949 ( 1 949 RT stmt) 
srtt Trftrnn strIr TrdfR , rt+h, RTRflR fRjpf fwfnjr tt, 

rr^ srrr £ ftiRro sffalRRK qft arm 9 ^ twst rY^tr)' 

fnftty , m^refTT, fUTfw % rrr r , R, rt rr%- srfaTH ir 

3 1 RPf, 1 97 1 R»5 RPT R$T 5'tff : — 

1. oT-5; TCCT R o 40, RlR RTRRRRT, RIUTT | 

2. 3jlR -4RT-4R--11-5; 9RRIRo 8, 77, 76, 82 RRI 8 8, R>RT STTRII 

3. *jfR--6Rr-4T-4'5RRRI R o 260(216) RRT 13 RYRlfRRr-R^fl RtRT 
RRT tRTlRT 

4- ^jfR— 2RT, RRRT R c>88 , rYrT-RRFRrY I 

5. Vjfrr~4’a'- 1 7-S-R RRRI R o 2 R TRTT RRT • 

[WI tnRo 15 ( 13) -^YoRYo/7 0] 

S.O. 2096. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 53 of the Banking 
Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), the Central Government, on the recommenda- 
tion of the Reserve Bank of India, hereby declares that the provisions of sub- 
section (2) of section 19 of the said Act shall not apply, till the 31st March, 1971, 
to the National and Grindlays Bank Ltd., Calcutta, in respect of the shares held 
by it as pledge of the undemoted companies as shown against their names. 


Name of the company 

Date of 
lodgement 

Paid-up value 
of shares held 



(Tn lakhs of rupees) 

I, 

Jay Kay Automobiles Private Ltd. . 

24-11-1966 

1-65 



3-2-1967 

0-25 

2. 

Globe Management Pricate Ltd, . 

24-11-1966 

3'06 



3-2-1967 

O'OJ 

3. 

Globe nited Engg. & Foundray Co. Ltd. | 

20-11-1967 

8 '80 



16-2-1968 

8'8i 



16-3-1968 

0-05 


[No. F. l5(14)-BC/70,] 
L. S. P. SARATHY, Under Secy. 
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qw° wto 2096: — tfVn Wppr srftrfrow, 1949 ( 1949 W wtl % 

3 TO N<;n WpRpff ”PT SGTtO" J’T, Vl id tt <«m Wi fVw^a^r ^Pf Pti 4 i 1 Coir qr, 

y 0 1 <,1 *nr wtfw t acTi ^ f% 'd < i i d wfuPi<t+t tiKi 1 9 wranr ( 3 ) ^ e h ^ r tr, 

3wTO rt? ffilR zfa fafttw, JfTWHT TO TO WTO % ii., WT W«ftfwfaw 

TOifro % wnfr % wm% fatf ?pjwr, to % tot apswr^r % to w f , 3 1 wHr, 

1971 TO WP]; TO ?ET I 


TOTOft WT TOT 


T*3% ft l tNtT WT ^.WcTT 


1. W 0 % o WT^WlTOW SJT^F fir« 

2. ’WtST #TOTO srnti: fwfw§w 

3 . iTfa apnt* ^ftfrofro qw 

WTW<qfV WTOift fwfoiv 


(wra utoi Jr ) 


24-11-1966 1. 65 

3-2-1967 0.25 

24-11-1966 3. 06 

3-2-1967 0.05 

20-1 1-1967 8.80 

16-2-1968 8.81 

16-3-1962 0.05 


[rtstrr qw ° 15 (i4)-ft°ifr°/7o] 
qw o qw o TOfwR*ft, cpt wTnw 1 


(wvtmt) 

[W? 17 W$W 1970 

qtr° wto 1538. — wfa g-rfww ftww wfsrfrom - , 1963 ( 1963 % 10 
flft ETRT 1 0 % 15TW (if) 3TTT 5E5W wf*RETt WT SPTtW WTft jq %wfW TOWTT qd^ffTO 

wn^TTfro froTw wVt wtjwtItot fawiw % wfww *ft , ft° fw?, wt^o ift° qrr°, wt 

sfV 0 WK® T^W % t-TO TT $ifq fJfWW WT fw^WW f'EJW wrdY ^ I 

[ETO*q^o^i4/2i/70-qwo 5ft°] 

^r° Trqfw, wwwr wfww i 


(Department of Revenue and Insurance) 

Stamps 

New Delhi, the 13 th June 1970 

S.O. 2097. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (1) 
of section 9 of the Indian Stamp Act, 1899 (2 of 1809), the Central Government 
hereby remits the duty with which the bonds to the value of sixty-seven lakhs 
of rupees, to be issued by the Uttar Pradesh Financial Corporation are chargeable 
under the said Act. 


[No 5/70-Stamps/F. No. 1/0/70-Cus. VII] 
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(ti'jtw fawrw) 

, 1 3 ^T, 19 70 

w'l'o 209 7 . — WRdfa RRT WfafadW, 1899 ( 1899 ^ 2 ) WTTT 9 

etwrt ( 1 ) % (5p) am wfarfar nr nsfa wt ^ %Fjfr*r ihsr r^am 

m ^5n t $ farww dm sr'?7r farcft^r fawn irt gTtsjd fn^ ^ «n% tres 

nqJr m wfarfaww % wtffa srwfa 1 1 


[W° 5/70^11^° Wo i/6/7owVwn?|En VII] 

S.O, 2098. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section 
<1) of section 9 of the Indian Stamp Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), the Central Government 
hereby remits the duty with which the debentures in the form of stock certificates 
and promissory notes to the value of two hundred and twenty lakhs of rupees, 
to be issued by the Tamil Nadu State Housing Board, are chargeable under the 
said Act. 


[No. 6/70-Stamps/F. No. 1/10/70-Cus. VII] 
P. K. KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

tjtfo (fto 2098. — WRcffar wftrfaqw, 1899 ( 1899 jut 2) srm 9 

nt 779TTT ( 1 ) % ST"? (n) am ITfT wfffiWf nr TTlfi TOft J(T ?RnR rjdlJRT 
dW V[?n Jr faTW% IRT dTfjRRTT TER WRER Wt# TRT RffT fVR nfa dT^T If WPI 

md % mn Tdrirm w'fa Tddcr U %ttJt ff*«R, wnT wfsrftnw % srwpf 

t, ^ss fefV | 1 

l^o*6/70- : ^mj^ToWo'l/lo/70~n)JTi'^'yiI] 

>fto 0 njr, wm wfwn 1 


(«nrr fawtw) 

12 WT#, 1970 

m<> w» 1705 . — Ww TfaT (^fTnud, fa^rwfa w'ftw) fawn, 1905 

%fadW 34%WTWqf3dfawW 9 % ddfaww (2),fadW 1 2 % ddfadd (2) %«jr(n)wlT 
IWT 24 % BMPfaW ( 1 ) IRT WITT wfwff W WWfa Wtit W^jfk WRIT TOR % 
fan traTRtr (wr fawrw) ift wfa^wwr w° nT° fao wr° 639 witter 28 nmfl', 1967 
Jr TJW^IRT w'lt Mbl faedRiHad WTTtePT nrt' f — 

3 nr wfR^wdT a?r tpjg^fV Jr- 

(l) WPT 1 — RWTTR % f fTR %4T, 2, Jr"wTTd^ fdawnWR W^T^WT-Tdwv 

nr nrwW’ tffan % dt%, i Jr "faqnn wfa wfm'RT-qtteTn tt w$Twn fasfr wfarw” 

WRERT % TTORT fdRfarPld WET: RTrfacT fnWT mtTdT, WW%: — 

“ddfaron W*R W^I%nT J RfaR' TT fa^ft wfalW, WTCTT-fdWfPP W^T WflvTar- 

nttem ipr IdPEHT W$mn" ; 
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( 2 ) EPf 2 — TPXnrr 43T 3, K "RTOf fWTT SET 

VI VPlfak” l if "*Tifkw *kT ( wffaTY sfk 

fifRi ) ” stM^ % fkdt it r^i -m Rh Parr irftfc srfaurrfacr 4^ sntnft, — 

"suJfauq- fcrr (u«% mftew *fr< farfak ^fiet) ” 

[r° ^To 1 ( 15)—^ aft 1/70] 
THEFT fftfj, 1 


POONA CENTRAL EXCISE COLLECTORATE 

CORRIGENDUM 
Poona, the 14 th May 1970 

S.O. 2099. — In the Notification No. G.S.R. 6/70 dated, the 29th April, 1970 issued 
by the Collector of Central JDxcice, Poona, the following corrections shall be 
made : — 

(1) In the second paragraph, for the words “Such manufacturers shall 
show”, the following words shall be substituted — “Such manufacturers 
shall further show”. 

(li) In the third paragraph, in sub-para (i), in the fourth line thereto, the 
full-stop after the word “pass” shall be deleted. 

(iil) For “G.S.R. 6/70” read “C.E.R. 6/70”. 

[No. F. V. 15(8) 1/Tech. B/70.J 
D. N. LAL, Collector. 


MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT. INTERNAL TRADE AND 

COMPANY AFFAIRS 

(Department of Industrial Development) 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 29 th May 1970 

S.O. 2100/IDRA/6/5. — In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 6 of the 
Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951 (65 of 1951) read with Rules 
2, 4 and 5 of the Development Councils (Procedure) Rules, 1952, the Central 
Government hereby appoints, for a period of two years with effect from the date 
of this Order, the following persons to be members of the Development Council 
for the scheduled industries engaged in the manufacture or production of electric 
motors and of machinery and equipment for the generation, transmission and 
distribution of electric energy (excluding house service meters and panel instru- 
ments), in place of members appointed under the Government of India, Ministry 
of Industrial Development and Company Affairs (Department of Industrial 
Development) Order No. S.O. 1631/IDRA/6/5, dated 30th April, 1968, as amended 
from time to time, whose tenure of office has expired by the passing of time or 
otherwise: 

Development Council for Heavy Electrical Industries 

Chairman 

1. Shrl S. Swayambu, Chairman, Heavy Electricals (I) Ltd., Bhopal. 

Members 

2. Shrl B. N. Baliga, Chief (Power), Planning Commission, Yojna Bhavan, 

New Delhi. 

3. Shrl M. S. Chellappa, General Manager, M/s. Kerala Electrical and Allied 

Engineering Co. Ltd., P.O. Mamala— Cochin, (Kerala State), 

4. Shrl D. D. Desal, Chairman, Power Cables Ltd., 24, Brelvi Sayed Abdulla 

Road, Bombay-1. 
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3. Shri J. Desai, Managing Director, M/s. Kelvinators of India Ltd., 28, New 
Industrial Town, Faridabad. 

*-6. Shri P. R, Deshpande, Managing Director, M/s. Cromption Greaves Ltd., 
1, Forbes Street, Bombay. 

7. Shri D. P. Ganguli, Director, Power Research Institute, P.B. No, 1042, 

Bangalore-12. 

8. Shri T. R. Gupta, M/s. Electrical Industries Corporation, 49/1, Gariahat 

Road, Calcutta-19. 

9. Dr. A. K. Ghosh, Vice-Chairman, Central Water and Power Commission, 

New Delhi. 


Members 

10. Shri Hari Bhushan, Senior Industrial Adviser, Ministry of Steel and 

Heavy Engineering, (Department of Steel), Ne\v Delhi. 

11. Shri Ravi L, Kirioskar, M/s. Klrloskar Electric Co. Ltd., Malleswaram, 

Bangalore-3. 

12. Shri M. Sachidananda Moorthi, Managing Director, M/s. NGEF Ltd., 

Bangalore. 

13. Shri O. S. Murthy, Chairman, Bharat Heavy Electricals Ltd., 5, Parlia- 

ment Street, New Delhi. 

14. Shri K. C. Maitra, M/s. Guest Keen Williams Ltd., (Sankey Division) 

Wakefield House, Eprott Road, Ballard Estate, Bombay. 

15. Shri S. Peer Mohammed, M/s. Aluminium Industries Ltd., Kundara 

(Kerala) . 

16. Col. V. P. S. Menon, Industrial Adviser (Engg.), D. G. T. D., Udyog. 

Bhavan, New Delhi. 

17. Miss M. Seth, Deputy Secretary, Ministry of I. D. I. T. & C. A. (Depart- 

ment of Industrial Development), New Delhi. 

18. Shri K. Subramaniam, Chief Engineer, Mysore State Electricity Board, 

Bangalore. 

19. Shri Sohan Singh, Chief Engineer (Planning & Design), Punjab State 

Electricity Board, The Mall, Patiala (Punjab State). 

20. Shri G. K. R. Varma, Chief Engineer, U.P. State Electricity Board, 

Lucknow. 


Members 

21. Shri Y. S. Venkataswaran, Director (Hecto-Technical), Indian Standards 

Institute, New Delhi. 

22. Shri N. Venkatesan, General Manager, Indian Consortium on Power Pro- 

jects, Chandralok Building, New Delhi, 

Member Secretary 

23. Dr. Vakil Ahmed, Development Officer, D. G. T. D., Udyog Bhavan, New 

Delhi. 

[No. EEI-19(5)/70] 

M. SETH, Dy. Secy 

'nfaftfpT' fawro, wtafVw ®rmr ipit awi wr4 waiTOr 

fintrra firgpr) 
wrist 

rff 29 1970 

sfto 2100 WTf ttjvXXo t^o/6/5 — dWT fafaWt) 

1951 ( 1951«PT 65) % JPCT STTfT wftrTtfl TTtpfpl 'ifW? (*>#- 

faftr ) Praw, 1952% f^rmr 2, wit wiTrr 
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TOI, fa+IU ?PTT«*WM arpf XTW ( sfaftfX fWETfWFT ) % 

STT^rXTT qwo sft° 1631 Witl'ttn.Ti I&I 5 30*riX 1968, 

tt ffRfrfsm, fXw fX itit ^reXt srfar ?t 

% !TOT ?FW ^rpf^r ft I, fXrfaf^T *ft fw[ 

XtT f^TTJri 3rfX, qf^PT T*TT |7J WH WT “34+ T % (tX ^ 

: ir Xr sftr wfaftwiwi;) fXW n m Xm 

^ fapfTET TfTTT *FT apV ffrf*T ft TT X ^ ^falT fXlT 

TOf | : — 


vrrft % fwf fXw TfTTT 

STS?W 

l. ^frtrrio fXj, mew, (ifsw ) fa° , ^rFmr i 

. 2 . >sft afr° t[^o «rrfpT-TT, ij^ir (trt), iftsr-rr srraH TtsRr win, ^ ft?Tt i 

.3. >sft t£*T° WTT, iTfTSRrER, ^TTf T^TT 

SinXifur w;« firo, tiwrt *nr?rr — artaH (Xi tfr) j 

4. “sfr tft° #ro Xrf, wrar, ttst %5r?ir f%° 24 , fo<ft X? w,wit ft«t, 
*rcf-i 1 

a. «ft Xrf, ii^rsr^r^, X# ^ifaXf srn; ^fwr fa°, 28 , ^ 

XteRrc 1 

•6. ’SfT'fto $07° ^vrHl u S, iTjiTSTT^Ri, %*Rf ^ ifliJf pTo, 1, '•fiOT'T 6jti 

I 

7 . ■sft^to 'fVo srrfjrM, fa&r*, trt fX4 tfto jfv<> X 1042 , 
siXfx- 1 2 I 

■8. eft £t° ITRo ’JRT, *rX 49 / 1, *TfW3 

TtT, afRWT-19 I 

9. TT° l[o %o TtT, TTTFITST, ^flT 1 '3f?T cf^T wf^T ^JOTtH 1 , fe’Tt 

1 0. Nt fft ^77, TfX $faftfX OVIlfWT, ^FTRT rT«Tr HlfT tfaT^Or, 

(wTRfwr ) i 

11. «fr tPt f Spff m , IXfXrz atX fa°. 

3lFfK-3 I 

12 . i?rfX^ TT^nra^, fo f^ 0 , ^ i 

13 . Mr ^fro rr^o ^=ff, Ktm, Xt fX, 5 'Trrwr^j 

fXfr 1 

14 . #%o?fto #«r, 4X iX Xt ft-Rrq-w f?ro, (^umiT), 

1 
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15 . tV?: Jr# tr^firf^nT f%°, tosrt (%to), 

1 6. 't'4'T %t° Tf° t^TT 0 •H'1'1, ?ft?rtPT H P tH l^N", ( ’SMI Piu ci ) , TOFTfat fTO>R 

TOifr^roro, totR *ttot, di fedflr- 1 1 i 

1 7 . TOdrot irrro ^ 3 , drorfro, wteftfro fwr, TORto tortt cT«n totot tot 

tofr ( wratfro froR faror ) di frofr i 

18. sft-%0 ^sfSpnR, wfaTOTT, 4^ dJd TOTdjtfddt dTOfk I 

19 . sfr toto fd?, tot wfdrocrr (*fRrr rto tor Frt+d) 'trir *&z: 

^TO^lfddt sfri, TOT, ifid M I (TO TITO ) I 

20 . sfr %o rto tot? , tot srPriiTOT, tVo sfti, TOrora r 

21 . «fV Ttf oR 0 ttTtoto, frowr (TT^'r-TOTOTT ) , trfVdd ^ror- 

di fcroft i 

2 2. dt TOo TOddd, TO TOTO , ffSTOT TORtfSTOT 5TTd TTTO STATOR, 

TOW TOP fafdTO , *rf fe?dft I 

tor df%d 

2 3. TTo TOR TORT, fdTOT dfdTOtr, TOPfft%t fTOTTOt TO TOfdTOlTTOt, TOR 

dTOT, d"£ fRdt I 


[do £0 i° Wr£- 19( 5 ) / 7 0 ] 
ddrft rto To, to nfro 


MINISTRY Of FOREIGN TRADE 


New Delhi, the 4th June 1970 

S.O. 2101. — In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Textiles 
Committee Act, 1963 (41 of 1963), read with rule 3 of the Textiles Committee 
Rules, 1965, the Central Government hereby appoints — 

(1) Shrl K. Sreenivasan, Director, the South India Textile Research Associa- 
tion, Colmbatore-14 as Chairman of the Textiles Committee for a further term of 
one year from the 7th June, 1970; and 


(il) Shrl C. Venkatraman, Deputy Secretary, Ministry of Finance, New Delhi 
as member of the Textiles Committee with effect from the 20th May, 1970 and 
makes the following amendment in the late Ministry of Commerce Notification 
No. S.O. 2788 dated the 19th July, 1988, namely: — 


In the said Notification, under heading ‘Members’ for item 7, the following 
item shall be substituted, namely: — 


“7. Shrl C. Venkataraman, 
Delhi". 


Deputy Secretary, Ministry of Finance, New 
[No. F. 5/13/70/Tex-Ai] 


firfcrff STOUT RTOffg 

dffadft, 4 3JR 1970 

*T° WTo 2101 — TOW dfdfd flTTOTTTOft, 1965% f%TOT 3 % TOT TfecT, TOW' 
wfafdTO, 1 963 (1963TO 41 } OTTT 3 3TTT TOTT wrfTORff TO 5RR TOST 
gt? %'sHm TOTOT t^d^STTT ; 
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(l) arfBT'JT IHT, - 1 4 1, 

"FI, 7^T, 1 9 7 0 IT IT^T *FT ^ w*nq\ ?prfa % P=pt, %W>'W % T?~^; 

fnqT 


( 2 ) forT RSTeET, if, FT-RfjpT «ft *ft° ?+d''GFT qft, 2 0 irf , 1 9 7 0 *r, 

’spfw tffaffr % frft % 3r f?pj^r TTcft |, fpit sfr srTsr- 

gW #0 JfTTo 5TT^ 2 788 fTTRi 193jFT$, 1 968 T f?FdfHftFT rwInt 

FT! ?rfsrg^TT R ''R3FT " sftfar % SPtPH FT 7 % FUR T - fiTRT- 

fafacr TEi srffaq-rfrT # tttM sr*rfg : 

"7. «ft Ffto ^TTFFT, RqRfRR, 
farT RiTTPT , ^ ftesfl I '* 


[R° 5/ 1 3/ 70 — 5 -*RT— rr.] 


New Delhi, the 5th June 1970 

S.O. 2102. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of sec- 
tion 8 of the Provident Fund Act, 1925 (10 of 1925), the Central Government 
hereby directs that with effect from the 1st August, 1970, the provisions of the 
said Act shall apply to the Provident Fund established for the benefit of the 
employees of the Textiles Committee. 

[No. F. 27(8) Tex-A/66.] 


Hi fcF=ft, 5 197 0 

q*To tfto 2102. — 'fl’ftm ftfsr trfafjm, 1925 ( 1925 tt 19) am 

8 «Rt 3 T-OTTr (2) CTTT 5 TC 7 T RfwT TT TTtT TTd %tr, ET+TT WPfjm ^fT | 
% *TC3T ^TfFTRr % % HTE % fat* FTTfrlf Rf^T f^fST % FRFa if HHH EfETtWr 

1 SRFT, 1970 % 6TPJ 

[fio tro 27(8) fw-g/ee] 

S.O. 2103. — Whereas the Cotton Textiles Fund Committee has been replaced 
by the Textiles Committee; 

Now, therefore, In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of sec- 
tion 8 of the Provident Funds Act, 1925 (19 of 1925) and of all other powers 
enabling It in this behalf, the Central Government hereby directs that with effect 
from the 1st August, 1970 for the entry “The Cotton Textiles Fund Committee”, 
Inserted in the Schedule to the said Act by the notification of the Government of 
India In the late Ministry of Commerce and Consumer Industries No. SRO 3153, 
dated the 24th December, 1956, published afi page 2218 of the Gazette of India, 
Part II— Section 3 dated the 29th December, 1956, the entry “The Textiles Com- 
mittee” shall be substituted. 

[File No. 27(8) Tex-A/66.] 
H. K. BANSAL, Dy. Secy. 


tr?To ifto 2103 . — EE: ^ ^ EftfE ^ $ ; 

ee: m , EPm ftrfer 1925 ( 1925 TT 19 ) tVetht ( 3 ) 

sro srTrr m fapfr Eifapff srr wtR gg hvhtt qn^- 

^ $ f¥ min % TPm vtft II m 3 f^rhr 29 rnR(, 1956 %^ 22 is 

TT ST^irfvi rf ETCT TOT % ^dy=} diP u i^ d«$l FTEfaET -8'3l 4 l EflME "fit EfEHJE'll 4 «ql 
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3153, f^Tt^ 24fceTire, 1 9 5 6 £ TO dTd STfsfTTTT Tft ir f*rfr<S£ 

"g^ff s^r faftr ufM¥' % dttt tc i sfft, i 970 t, "t«t ^rfM^r” trfafe arRr- 
?«ITfW dFFff 1 

[d° TT° 27(8)-tW-q/66.] 

%o t^pt, dr-nfrd 1 


MINISTRY OF SHIPPING AND TRANSPORT 
(Transport Wing) 

Neu: Delhi, the 1st June 1970 

S.O. 2104. — In pursuance of sub-section (3) of section 4 of the Seamen’s 
Provident Fund Act, 1986 (4 of 1966), read with paragraph 44 of the Seamen's 
Provident Fund Scheme, 1966, and in continuation of the notification of the 
Government of India, in the Ministry of Shipping and Transport (Transport 
Wing) No. S.O. 4372, dated the 23rd October, 1969, the Central Government 
hereby directs that accumulations out of provident fund contributions, interest 
and other receipts as reduced by obligatory outgoings, shall be invested In 
accordance with the following pattern, namely: — 

For the period from 1st April, 1970, to 31st March, 1071 

(I) In Central Government securities Not less than 

60 per cent. 

(II) In State Government securities, the securities guaran- Balance. 

teed by the Central Government or the State 
Governments in the tax-free Small Savings securi- 
ties and in the 1 year, 3 year and 5 year Time 
Deposits in Post Offices. 

2. All re-lnvestment of provident fund accumulations (whether invested in 
securities created and issued by the Central Government or in savings certificates 
issued by the Central Government or in securities created and issued by a State 
Government) shall also be made according to the pattern mentioned in the first 
paragraph. 


[No. 5-MT(7)/70.] 

'flu Tfrr^ dNt 

w) 

df fewft, 1 1970 

^ 0 o 2104 - — TffdF fdTf? ffi-fa TtdTT, l 9 66 % U VTF, 44%TTT fifed TrfeF 
f-rfsT dFindfifi, 1966 (i960 FT 4, %t dlTT 4 %t dfidlTT ( ll) % 

d^TT TTCd dfiFlfi fit-id FP 93 T dTT Traded fiFTm (fifediFT fiST ) %t 'ffRj^ddT d ° 
Fro^Uo 4 372, fddiF 2 3TTT^[dfi, 1966% FT T %dltT d^dT’' rr^ jryj fe%d F'ft 
" f% ffifird PtFeT fiTTrrr %t dTT dfiT 'jsft 5q7d dTT tfidf fiTferTf T T dfddRf dfRTtfit 
UfsiTT %r Ffi % If 7 dr ITT T ~TT dT ffiffiferPsTd FT % dTTTT dTTTT, 
Tldfd : — 


1-4-70 ^31 —3 — 7 I fTf? %t wf«r % fdt[ 

( 1 ) %dftfi TTFTfi Ft $ . .50 fifddd % FT rjljt I 
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(2) TRR RWRT Rt ilwfltflR , %Rffa RRRR: 

RHRITFJR RTRTTf 5TTT RRlit 5RT 
3R9J5R 1 RRd %T °i^0 <±) R if rVt di^RRl % 

1 rH, ^fr?r W sflrc 5 W % RiRftr 5pfr r i 

2. f^ff fdfH !p R‘ RR TT RR RR TRlRRH Rl| if; 3 R t,'^.'- I,*. lift R RR 
RI^spVRjfV RRIJ^RRRRI % : 5iR*RRR 51 TT Gfl^t ftRJiiU^a RRiR-ScT MRlfatfV 
TPJRRTSpR SKTRftRT Site Rl^ sfft R*ft iftF££\£R if RRiqT RR1 $T ) RRR TU- 
iTT^B it ftft *15 5R % H^RR fw RKJRT I 

[Ho 5— t^rr^V ( 7 ) / 7 ( >] 

New Delhi, the 3rd June 1970 

8.0. 2195. — In pursuance of rule 5 of the Indian Merchant Shipping (Seamen's 
Employment Office, Bombay) Rules, 1954, the Central Government hereby estab- 
lishes a Seamen’s Employment Board (Home Trade) at the port of Bombay for 
a period of two years with effect from the date of publication of this notification 
and appoints the following persons to be members thereof, namely:— 

Chairman 

1. The Deputy Director General of Shipping, Incharge of Seamen’s Em- 

ployment Office, Bombay. 

Member Secretary 

2. The Director, Seamen’s Employment Office, Bombay. 

Members representing ship owners 

3. Shrl N. H. Dhunjlbhoy. 

4. Shrl Rasiklal H. Narechania. 

Members representing seamen 

5. Dr. Shantl Patel. 

6. Shrl Vilaa Manjrekar. 

[No. 15-MT(2)/70.J 
J. K. BHATTACHARYA, Dy. Secy. 

df ftCeHt, 3 ^R, 197 0 

t(Ro»ito 2105: — R Refit) qilVjiR 7 R]R RftdfR (RTfW T1RRR TTRftpT, 
Rdf , ) fRRR 19 54 SfifRRR 5 %SR[R;RT Jr %dftdRT5dTlTd5 5RTHdt RHR fiT 
^R RftpjRRT % tmftld RRfiR H 5t RR RRfa ^ ftlR dlfddl TIRRR did 

( RR 53RRR ) HTlflR TtH) t Rfa fRFRftrfaR ^ fad 51 TT RRTT RR15 fat{dR 
Wt | , RH^ : — 

RRT5T 

1. 'fHrrfadfd % RR R^T TtRRTT, 'PRTftlR, 

RTdf, % ddHRrfr 

RRRT 

2. RTfRRTfalRTT RRRftnT, d*Rf — 

'f'T’TRrfarTT RT 
RfarfRftRR id 
RT%" RRH7 

3. «ft (JR 0 0 tj^fr RTf 

4. «fV dfilWH t^R oR^rfRRT 
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5. ¥To *1 Trfwf <TT 

6 . ferm !)- 

j RTCT I 
[>r° i 5 -H*riV( 2) /70] 
0 % 0 differ 1 


MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1970 

S.O. 2100. — In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 10 of the Cinematograph 
(Censonship) Rules, 1958, the Central Government is pleased to appoint Shri R. S. 
Salgal, Superintendent as officiating Assistant Regional Officer, Central Board of 
Film Censors, Bombay, with effect from 20th April, 1970 to 30th June, 1970, 

[No. F. 2/36/70-FC] 

VIRENDRA D. VYAS, Deputy Secy 


SptTT 5HTTTET 

2 197 0 

quo ifto . . 2100 . . . (ifen:) femch-fi 1 95 8^ fern lognTsrrei 

srrro it^o 20 

5BIW, 1970 ^30^1, 1970 W feiffa few IlWT aft£, 3fT^f if WTTnTT 

nfiw tntifeh ?ifti^Tft fepw ffeJTT 1 

2/36/70-q^ (ift)] 
jfe jfo strnr, Jiffer 1 


ORDER 

New Delhi , the 2nd June 1970 

S. O. 2107 .— In pursuance of the directions issued under the provisions of each of the 
enactments specified in the first schedule annexed hereto, the Central Government after con- 
sidering the recommendations of the Film Advisory Board, Bombay hereby approves the film 
specified in column 2 of the Second Schedule annexed hereto in Gujarati to be of the description 
specified against it in column 6 of the[said Second Schedule. 

The First Schedule 

(1) Sub-Section 4 of Section 12 and Section 16 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (Central 

Act XXXVII of 1952). 

(2) Sub-Section (3) of Section 5 and Section of the Bombay Cinemas (Regulation) Act, 1953 

(Bombay Act XVII of 1953). 

(3) Sub-Section (4) of Section 5 and Section 9 of the Saura9htra Cinemas (Regulation) Act» 

1953 (Saurashtra Act XVII of 1953). 
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The Second Schedule 

S. Title of the film 

No. 

Length 

35 mm 

Name of the 
applicant 

Name of the Whether a Scientific* film 
Producer or a film intended for 

educational purposes or 
a film dealing with news 
& current events or a 
documentary film. 

I 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 Mahitichitra No. 123 

243 ■ 84 M 

Director of Information, 
Government of Guja- 
rat, Ahmed abad. 

Film dealing with ncw» 
and current eventB. 

(For release in Gujarat 
Circuit only). 


[No. F. 28/1/70-FP App.1464] 

K. K. KHAN, Under Secy. 

STTE 5 T 

TfffefV, 2 TPI, 1970 

qHowto . 2107 . — m % TEST Tifr EEE ?T|^t if fEEifftr StPePTEE % 
swe % sprier eht f%E ee Prim % steek %EfPr ettr, Ptee etiettt eIe , 

TC»rf rt pTElfpEf IT fEETE TEp % ETE, r [T^T 7 T , ?E% ETE Tift PfftE 
Sp^fi iwi 2 if ff Ef Ph~E Tt TE% ETETEt 'ETEI EEEtTE EP?[E, fEETT 
Piete ^E%ETT^E 5 RTfefiq' sfj’JeV %ette eiffrrr fsrr I, pftTT Tpft 

t • 

EEE STE^ft 

(1) TEPEE EpEpEEE, 195 2 ( 1952 W 3 7 Tf srfsrPm) 4 p ETET 

1 2 Tt eteri (4) rurr arrrr ie 1 

(2) E^rf PPTET (fEPlEE ) EfEpTEE 1953 (l 953 Tr 1 7 E 1 ErEf EpE- 
PtEE/ePeTET 5 # TIE ITT ( 3 ) TP ETET 9 1 

(3) ePet^ fPEEr (PtPtee) ePePtee 1953 (1953551 lzErifk^ 
ePePtee) tPeiei 5 Pi eteri (4) TTraru ( 9) 1 

Peer E^^fi 


TE PfivE SET 

EQEI TUT 

fETE Pi 

3 5 fE°Pi° 

ETETE? 

55T 

PfEpTT 

Tr 

EET ^ipRT PETE % ET 
filWT E^Ei PTeE ft El 

■* r- 


ETE 

EFT 

EETER ER ERiET 

Errrsfi Pi Pete | et 





ERUp^T TTeE ft 1 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 ePePtPeet 

EEET 123 

243. 84 

ePt 

EJEET PPi?Rt, T'4 fid 
EETR, EfEETEK 1 

EEIER EfEpET 

ESTTlff E ETEpEE 

PhR EjjpTE EERE Efp£ 

% f^P) 


[TTfT EWf 28 / 1 / 70 — irr^oqTc.— q-frfwcar 1464 
T° E>° TPf, EEE E"PeE 
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MINISTRY OF STEEL AND HEAVY ENGINEERING 
(Iron and Steel Control) 


ORDERS 


Calcutta, the 1st June 1970 

S.O. 2108. — In exercise of the powers conferred on me by Notification No. S.O. 
1436, dated lfith April, 19G7, under the Essential Commodities (Regulation of Pro- 
duction and Distribution for purposes of Export) Order, 1966, I hereby direct 
that the firm specified in Column 1 of the Table below shall sell the goods aa 
specified in Column 2 there-against to the firm specified in the corresponding 
entry in Column 3 of the said table for purposes 01 manufacture of Engineering 
goods for export at the price indicated there-against in Column 4 subject to the 
conditions enumerated in Column 5 of the said table. 


Nine of tt : firm 

Specification of goods 

Name of the 
exporter 

Price 

Condition 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

I’llh 1 

Sir si & W.re 
"Pnlun 
'JLt.i , Ini-r vigir, 
Sinjhbhum. 

(t ) H. B. Wirci — 

5 ■ 3 3 f I ' list (Hi r c 
p Jim three t ire; four 
tj m.-h 

(2) G.I. Wires— 
i<3' J71 tonnes (Nine- 
teen point five seven 
one tonnes). 

M's Shre; Hm - 
m t i iron W tries, 
42 T, Strut 1 

R nd, Cilcutta-i. 

At current 
mirket rate. 

Supplies should 
be made on 
“Export priority 
basis (i,e. a prio- 
rity next only to 
Defence). 


[No. ESS. COMM/RPDE/72’, 


ITT SrK Trft RTITT 

(#? TTT ? TOH TRiWir) 


?TT%(T 


TNT7RT, 1 TT 197 0 

tTTT j wlo 2108 — srrwn] TRJ (fTTfT %] ’% TcTiTT 

Ttyct =ft P effiifTT ) i 9 60 % sr^pffr srftrgTRT trR°?rto 143 6 ferN? 
18-4-67% Trrr 5 t?t wfatrir tt spmr via ijtr $, skt fVq Tifm % 
?TRT 1 % 'fiff %r 2 if TTffff %t, FTF'fT 3 R TPTtf%cf TT %t 
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RHjm ^REITER 

RET fREfa HHE 4 Si far eh R?E ^T, 5 if fen 


Riif *PT RTE EEfitfr EE 

Him T n *r> *f>T *JRE Vicf 


RTE 

fRWT 


1 2 

3 4 5 


Am 

( 1 ) EE 0 

«fr 5TREIE 

RIRT'R 

RIR RE EERIE 

ITtJE EIET 

ETE^ 5. 334 

5TTE7R ERE 

EcE EE 

eteTeert % 


SR 

42, FJRETlT, 

RIR % 

WETT E7 

sftvRW ftrftrScT, 

(2) afro tfif O 

WWT-7 

ERffTR «fr 

E/fr ElRfhERT 

SEPTET, f/pT^R 

RTEE 


REE 1 

ei srffr TET % 


19. 57 1 ER 



ETR E EEETE %• 





ETE t^fr' 





Ctfifr 1 


[Ro 

f oERoERo/RtolfroinT otnio 

'/ETToeftofTof o/72j 


S.O. 2109. — In exercise of the powers conferred on me: toy Notification No. S.O. 
1436 dated 18th April, 1967, under the Essential Commodities (Regulation of Pro- 
duction and Distribution for purposes of Export) Order 1956,. L do hereby cancell 
the order No. ESS. COMM/RPDE/65 dated 18th April, 1969, on M/s. Indian Steel' 
and Wire Products Ltd., Indranagar, Singhbhum for supply of Wires 16 S.W.G. — 
24:905 M/Tons to M/s. Shree Hanuman Iron Works, 42/1, Strand Road, Calcutta-1.. 

[No. PEF/2/4<40)/68.JI 

IJHo jfto 2109- — “ten (IumFr % % Rid, .-UHi'in ?fr< fad'W. 

«FT WlWf) 1966 Slfu^TTP 5ft o 1436 fERRF 18-4-67/ 

% 3TM EEYT SlftEEf EE WET EPfT E, iTER ?fr»E R ^ sffER 

sflEqEE fafaSE SsRET, fwjtr qr ERR «fr ^JETR ETE7R RRE, 42/ 1, 1^1^ 
tFWRT, R?T 24. 905 RR ETET- 1 6 SWG EERIE % STRUT R.o ESS - COMM,RPDE/6y 
ferNi 18-4-1969 i 

[Ro ifro^ocfY/ 2/ 4 / ( 4 0 ) / b sj 


S.O. 2110. — In exercise of the powers conferred on me by Notification No. S.O. 
1436 dated 18th April, 1967, under the Essential Commodities (Regulation of Pro- 
duction and Distribution for purposes of export) Order, 1966, I hereby direct that 
the firm specified in Column 1 of the Table below shall sell the goods as specified! 
In Column 2 there-against to the firm specified in the corresponding entry In, 
Column 3 of the said table for purposes of manufacture of Engineering Goods for 
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•export at the price Indicated there-against in Column 4 subject to the conditions 
enumerated in Column 5 oi the said table. 

14am; of the firm 

Specification 

Name of the 
exporter 

Price 

Condition 

X 

2 

3 

4 

5 

M.k Iaiian Steel 
.& 47irj products 
Ltd., Indranagar, 
.Singhbhutr 1 

H.B. Wtres^io' 847 
tonnra (Ten point 
eight four seven 
tonnes) 

M/s Mitter 
Manufacturing 
Private Ltd., 71 , 
Ganesh Chandra 
Avenue, Calcutta 
1 3- 

At current 
Market Rate 

Supply should 

be made on 
export priority 

basis i.e. 

priority next 

only to Defence. 



[No. ESS. COMM/RPDE/71.1 
By Order etc. 

S. C. MUKHERJEE, 
Director of Export Production and 
Iron and Steel Controller. 

qf(o wTo 2 ii 0 . — trrwT T?g ' (fJrtrYcr % TtfTxfa 
wit; farTTT spf fahTTiTT) trr‘?7T 1 966 % SFRFftT srftuj-ERT IT 0 

% fa% OTTTT 
tTTfo sfto 143 6 


18-4-67 % JITT STftT RTfTrFff 9T ST#T gtr JlTT 


err fa w % 1 % Etf wrr ?TFsr 2 Jr T^rfatr snegfar ^p^ft 3 Jr gwrffacr oft *h- 

srfjsrr % cr^r fjprfa 4 Jr ffar tpr tj?ir tt, itF^r sJrferj^ 

wff qx faw ^ *pt *rr*Rr 1 


95 9F TIR- 

*T?§*fi ’FT 
farmer 

ffarTTT TT 

JTR- 

R? 2 ! . 

RltT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

JrtTff 

PX oift oTRfT 

JffT# ffarTT 

RTRFtT 

RTN W ^IdM 

*ffa -TIT TRT 

1 0. 847 J-T 

Jt-tsttFut 

3ft 

JTPTfWTT % 


(??T 

srr?9Z ffafafa 

RTvT % 

krrarc qx ( *r«rf^ 

"TITL fTT<nr 

itrrs Rfd 3TT) 

7 1, ’T'TRT ^ 

Wait! % 

Tffr Tr«TfwciT 



? T , TTT^Tf— 

RtRT 1 

XT srfeTTSTT % 



-13 1 


Rrx % '‘jtxpt % 





xr? 





ifpft 1 


Jrfo 50 (T^o irTo/^fto IT^o TTTTo/srRo tfto #fo $0/71] 


^sftr ^ Rxfaf, 

ffarfa TTTT^T fh^RR> 

J^rt? (r*rr *ftt^ 
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND CHEMICALS AND MINES AND METALS 
(Department of. Mines and Metals) 

New Delhi, the 3rd June 1970 

S.O. 2111. — Shri Ram Sewak Agarwal, retires District and Session Judge, Bilas- 
pur (Madhya Pradesh), has been appointed as Tribunal for the purpose of deter- 
mining the amount of compensation that may be payable under the Coal Bearing 
Areas (Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957. 

[No. F. C3-5(4)/70.] 

K. B. SAXENA, Under Secy. 

n«TTjj*rm vrfc snrcr n«n tfaum 

( m* (T«n srig form ) 

dffefaf, 3^J, 197 0 

dd° wo 2111 — 2frtzmr dlft ffa ( SDfa ddlfaddH ) Slfafadd, 1957 % 
Wtffa ifad ufadT dft dd faETf 7 ET d 7 Jr % tfafad % fad, TFT JRdT 

dRUrEd, ftdT*fa?[TT fadT R5T PlTdTsfiW, faBlE^d (EW ifadr) dft srfadFIJT $r 

d'd E PiHdT fardT 1511(11 f I 

[(To tTEi dffair 3 — 5 ( 4 ) / 7 o] 

%o dfofadJMT, 
jun; Rfftd i 


farm) 

df faftf, 23 T E 7 37t, 1970 

<fTT c HT° fT° 8 7 fl, -Ed: ftrffa ETf ET dftfa jffa % fa ftidfad Jf dl[ WTOT 
£ fa ^Tld if ddPTFT ftY tfttTT ft Tfafat facTf (>C|TIdTdTd) rW J^faFFT % 

dfadXd % fan 7 TOdBnd fPTT STrfrfadr W srfafa ITT faEd’f difat Mlfarr spftr p^ft 

*roftf dft fa® fa % sfai^R- % far® Jr dfapr »jfa Jr T-faid tt srfamT 

(TfaW tttt WdWE | ; 

2 . tld:, 5Td ^flfarW 'TTUJNTTd (*jfar Jf ddftfa ^r JTffJdrT 7 ' m «fad) STfaffaFT, 

1962 ( 1 962 dd 50) dft TOT 3 dft STORT (l) TOT 5Tdd tnfacfal dd sfaPT ddft i|TT 
ftdffa TOdR ft grit Sdftfa dT srfaddT ?rfafd T'd Tl To TTRE dd^TOT rftfafT fa.ET 


3. rjdfT *jfft Jr fafBTJ dftf ®rfad, r3R *jfft % ftftft HIVF-TT^d faYdft % fa 7 
wfar rm srrfamft, tjrrt TreTOrsd (ifa pftt srTfftftdr % wftfd) % dfafTFi, srffar 

% qfa'dftt tfcr, ifa do 27, tFfrrjdT Mfa, dWPT % tot dffa-4 dft w drifted! dft 

irrffar ft 2 1 faff % tffax dR sftdT i i?rt trrtfa drift tott ^rfw fafafae d? ftf 
wr dfadi far ddT «r^ 'dT^rr $ fa ^sfaf ^ddT< ^d fa m: 5ft et faftf fafa «rwpfr 

<tdror t 
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TTHTW ?Ml tTT # TfnTT (sT^RT^R) TT OT^RIST f^SHT 

r^- — -Tf jfTpT fjRT — 5r?*RT5TR aRHpT — 5T|T 


irrr tt rpt 


5TT^-irV 


nann wci 

t^TT 

snr 

‘ftnix 

3 8 

0 

37 

95 

201 

0 

12 

90 

195 

0 

1 

90 

200 

0 

10 

10 

199 

0 

5 

50 

248 

0 

8 

30 

TIT <JT 

0 

0 

45 

223 

0 

16 

44 

224 

0 

3 

71 

265 

0 

6 

90 

271 

0 

0 

21 

267 

0 

2 

73 

269 

0 

3 

12 

268 

0 

14 

40 

277 

0 

2 

66 

255 

0 

0 

42 

278 

0 

12 

15 

279 

0 

0 

21 

253 

0 

4 

95 

252 

0 

10 

50 

251 

0 

7 

35 

250 

0 

9 

15 

311 

0 

0 

21 

312 

0 

9 

75 

313 

0 

4 

05 

314 

0 

13 

50 


[UWT 29{ 7 ) / 6 8 — ; ° ?ffo 

TT° tfo 8 77. — ETTTC TtST? Safa ?RT $ ft? 

II? TOW |fq?TJTTTra'TTHTir W* IT I«I^ IT5HT 'TTRTIT nt \ 

Kt ^fart faan (TT^r^rrr^) av % qft®r?n % far* qv^twr 

sTTyfar^T an nETta aru f TEft ifcfr m^ft Tt f*raEt % % 

sra^ft if nftrcr n nqifin an *rfe*m *rf%a vraT warn 1 |; 


135 
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2 . ?tt:, Jif, qT?T?rr^T (ijfaif stoTt % itstt) srfijfJpnr, 

1962 ( 1 962 W 50) # cITTr 3 STiTHT (l) JUT ST^fT wffTTt Tf T >T |iT 

%^Vq- ¥rmr % tt^t TFrnr jpt srjwr srfer srFrr %rm ^fifur 

f*PTr 1 1 

3. Tier r )#r Jr forara 

rreur srrf^nrrr'Y. >pp:i?r wp (rtn rm Ttrfrw % «trFt) % wnfaq - ^Vr % 

qfsrsnft efcr, 27, *mgrr Ttr, ir^r % ttw ^[rT -4 t =f?r 

anter Jr 2 1 $ r 4t<rT wrr q%qT 1 fraT irr^T ^tt 57; a-rfar ffr 

qr'^r fJp wr ^ ^tt t f% tjpT rjTiTf st^tst: ^rt qr farfr f?rfa szmrqt 
aft qrfer 1 




fr^pmr (rftfTcrqi) ft £fwrft fftnr (srrwrrc) 

cfp arr 

TrTRTvT fsTOHr 


TP^T — ipmcT 

n™ 1 — ^ 


rrnjTT- 

— 77TT*frf 


qtr arr 6W 

®?rw ] 

&ar] 

*m: 

aft *rn: 



rwFT rftm 





(1) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 


(4) 

(5) 

»fN 

431 

0 


5 

70 


433 

0 


0 

75 


434 

0 


5 

40 


497 

0 


3 

85 


496 

0 


3 

50 


502 

0 


2 

85 


503 

0 


2 

50 


501 

0 


0 

06 


505/*TFT 

0 


0 

06 


506 

0 


2 

80 


507 

0 


0 

21 


505/*mr 

0 


2 

70 


508 

0 


2 

85 


509 

0 


2 

80 


5 78/lTFr 

0 


2 

65 


578 /mrr 

0 


1 

30 


583 

0 


4 

65 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

580 

0 

2 

50 

579 


4 

55 

632 

0 

14 

45 

635 

0 

3 

10 

637 

0 

1 

00 

654 

0 

2 

30 

645/*TRT 

0 

2 

05 

f 45/iTTT 

0 

0 

60 

644 

0 

1 

05 

643/mT 

0 

2 

00 

643 /Wl 

0 

2 

60 

704/iTTT 

0 

3 

20 

704/STFT 

0 

2 

90 

704 /wnr 

0 

2 

15 

7 04/^rnr 

0 

0 

6 0 

704 /wFT 

0 

5 

45 

7 0 4 / *rr*T 

0 

0 

21 

704 /wnT 

0 

1 

15 

qrrffqr 

0 

0 

55 

12 

0 

0 

65 

13 

0 

3 

75 

1 4 / 4"FT 

0 

7 • 

75 

1 4 / -TRI 

0 

0 

70 

14/4TT 

0 

1 

60 


[[*mr 29 ( 7)/68-*rrfo (sfr) ] . 


<Ffo f(fo ^ °878 — TT: ^sfl'4 ■'.'t' I < °f7f ZTq 5TfftcT §]dl fT TlT fpRT if 
| fa TTTTH TFHT if HTT'ITT tff £f ^ % #Ttqrf fJTrff ( 5Tf*RTW) $ jtfaTT % 

% fart qr?i^r for ct«tt srrfrffo 7 w wnffa am fkmf, tptT Tifar ?rfa d-^fr & 
% suTt^nr % far rr^^M 1 ^ ■% Sr qffar vjfir Sr tftft °Fr <. ?rfa?r ti^nr 

HTTWr |; 

5TT:, Wf, ^jtffoTT TT^TTrf'T (vjfa if Ttfafa % Wfir^R W sfrfor) 'TfkfTT'^T, 

1962 ( 1 962 w so) qfrsrnr s^fTqrmr (1) jto sr?^ irftrfaf *ft spfrr jjfafr jr? 

rrwr ? TrrSf TfaiT w srfspfm: ?rlw ttSt w wtht ot?ft t^jrcr tfrffor 

.-fain $ i 4 
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3. 'fjfa Jr TTT'RTIFr faWFT % fJ|TT WsYt 

*rem ?nfaT.rfr,^m qi^RivR (Jr “.^t sr.fiw srpfFi) % wfyr % 

qfi^Tfr 2 7, *R7-pT f ir, S^Rl'T % RTF sufl^T- 4 *it sTfa^FTT 

cTT^ Jr 2 1 ft Ml % MW T.7 Tt%JIT I iftiT stk3<t auR £7 Wfci ftftlftR: RT MY 
^ft qftqr ft? jrt iff t far sWt *fi W wfW: rfr tt fft*fr fVf^ sttWi' 


*^Y 

rtfift Mt ft Jr Wr-ft fWr fpf Yh qr-5 hfjt from 

isMW 


TM — q'TTTRT 

'O 


ftRT — ^iTTT'snq 


cir^Tir — 


TT ^TTH iftfolW wn &ZT. SIR Mt 3TTC 




202 

0 

37 

50 

201 

0 

6 

15 

200 

0 

13 

50 

2 

200 

0 

4 

50 

1 

199 

0 

14 

70 

191 

0 

9 

15 

MWYtY* 

0 

1 

50 

199 ITFT 

0 

18 

75 

188 SIFT 

0 

1 

20 

192 

0 

8 

25 

193 

0 

29 

10 

267 

0 

1 

50 

270 

0 

3 

0 

Cl'S 

0 

7 

80 

27l/*TFT 


5 

10 

271 /fft 

0 

I 

10 

2 

0 

2 

40 

6 

0 

27 

75 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

77 

0 

13 

3 5 

78 

0 

5 

07 

TI ri fgr 

0 

3 

3 0 

90 Mr 

0 

6 

30 

90/FFT 

0 

7 

50 

90 

0 

18 

0 

93 

0 

1 3 

0 5 

103 

0 

1 5 

60 

104 

0 

4 

50 

105 

0 

14 

55 

no 

0 

1 1 

25 

115 

0 

4 

6 5 

109 

0 

0 

12 

117 

0 

19 

50 

118 

0 

3 

0 

119 

0 

16 

50 


[go 2 9 ( 7 ) / 6 8— srrtr o sfto tfto/SrgriTus^ftrg^).] 


nrr® *rro go 879. — w : %gftg gggrg gr> gg JFftgflgr | % ^ 

Ff HWW % f% FoRld Tivrij Jr dfrl ^tcT f TTFlt T T ?ft o rft 0 u'+i— l Jr fiR.g 

(g^prRre) gn fcfrfggg % qfwg % fJtf m^g^g gg cRt snf.fd^ for *nfog 
5TCT fsrw^ gifo giffF sfk lj*ft disfo 9Tf % gfogg % fgg“ ^|<TR5 

if erfgg <jftr Jr ggfog tt fUffr gfgg tttt vi 4 vg+ | ; 

gg :, spt, qjtfwr wrgrsg (Ffir Jr ggfog $■ gftwig gr srfor) srfafggg, 

1902 ( 1962 w 5 0) 9?Vsrm 3 9ft SWU' (l) 3KT 5T5TT Vl fr gfo «FT SPT>T grt 
gir %?frg uvbR if ggif gg urfe^R srfgg gg tiggr snigg tpram 
Mlfad f'Wr ^ I 

3. gw «jfor Jf ffgara grtf ®gfgg, gg Fig %fog- grig gtgg fgwr^ %fg^ 
gstm srrfarrft, forft qT^ggT^gg (for g«rr sn^lggr for srrfog) % ggfogg 
gfkT % gfwft fk,tr 1 o 27, JmggT r)g, fojg ^fang % gm JTfar-4 grr w gfa- 
^rt grt ai’Cly Jr 21 fforf $• iHgT gg i itgr irr$g ggg groT fr 

ftrfgfare : *rf iff w giforr fo wt gf *Tf gifgT § fgr gggff gggT i sgfgggr : ft 
ft fggft fafa wrgggfr gff wr i 
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’TTFITT^ft oil otTtfi fiTF5T (^NTi) cFP W 'TT^MHr^T fTOHT 

^ 'rtrrf 5 fazfr 


■TT^T — <1 d psrai — cti^+l — MKR 


nt^^rr sturt 



mr. 

'ft *ET 

>P23TTr 

«x.mt 

0 

1 

15 


461 

0 

0 

25 


462 

0 

0 

50 


4 63/VTRT 

0 

2 

30 


463/«TFT 

0 

2 

90 


463/^FT 

0 

2 

15 


[tfo 29(7)/68-?rrto wto ^fto/sr^o rroy ^ff^rero (mi)] 

<PT o Wf ° 880 — mr: % ? ift 3 T ■ni'M <. ^t Pf ftcIT it Fff 3fl*nF jf it *Jf 

^ *£5TTRT TF^T if ?ft o it ° o % ^fw^t Fh?6" ( 

-%■ ^Ft^t % F?tF w wr?i ^r^rr sii'tFi"*' ’fw wpfFr stct ^Hf nrf|# sfh; 
ittft WT5?ff Tt Frai^ % 5PJ*3pft if ^1% if *PT 

^rRmr *rt^RT mw | : 

srer :, m , 4 jtFpnr titwttt («tFt if ttttjt % wFtmr w srsfa) srfsrFm, 

1962 ( 1962 ^T 50) # ETTU 3 tft ^TaTTT ( l) TTCT SPRUrfimf "FT STTt’T 

;pFf gCr JTWfT 6 T^if TTifF 'FT wF^fTT srfaET W !tW 5TT?R i^- 

gm *Tl'(5rd ferr | i 

3. kjFt if Ffrura: ^ sqf'Rr, *jFt % iFr 'EWTi^T Frar^ $ 
fir^ ?rr^ ewt srrffj^rCr, (^wcFTT Mi$Ri+itE' ^ntr) % 

% qfirsnft ^,M^o 27, WF'pTT TtT, ^?TFT % TRT ?TFrT-4 *Pt W 

srftr^rr # cnfFs % 2 1 fort % tfFn: *rt s-%ft i Fttt *rmr ?r sjtFw 

.f Mfrfe re : sf vft^nr ^prit Ffwt *t? ^ ^crr | Ff gwt grortfauFra*: 

■ ft ITT feff FtFeT ®M46l4t TTF&T I 
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H WtHI N iRft it o t faHT (^W-Hl?) ^ THT^m fWTT 


TTJT — TTTPT fWT — ^41415 TIWT — TJT^C 


TIT >171 THT 

U^STT lf®TT 

twn; 


'fr wt 

fanrrsr 

154 

0 

51 

05 


158 

0 

2 

30 


151 

0 

4 

50 


152 

0 

18 

00 


138 

0 

24 

00 


1 36 

0 

9 

60 


135 

0 

14 

85 


125 

0 

20 

40 


114 

0 

51 

00 


119 

0 

24 

0 0 


pin 29(7)/6> 

TT^TtoTto/ £m° 

rruy^falTo (^)J 


T f 9 iTT^f 1970 

VT° 8 TT° IT° 11 30. — ntTMcfto jfl<TT £ f% "TRi ($0 if Wo 'Ml^WT 
^ fVlT'd <.10 tKO Jr OOMlidd ST^ if *9U0 md 5 'Hl 0^11 3fV° 5ffo TVIfo 1 1 1 IT jfY o ^ft o 
t^ito i % TfirsFr 'rnprrr^T cT'tt jti$To9t ^tt srnfFT jttt 

f<OT^ TTPft o i TpO ^flT^TT ^i^ol ”Pt fo'sio ^ wmI'jio % Poo ^0^0104 ^’T^dT if oP’io 

■#jfrr if TWtr tt «rftmr srf%T wit *tttwtt | : 

SET: TjtfaTT TT^'TTT^T («jfr if TT#T % wfeWT tfT ST^TT) *Tfa1wT,- 

1962 ( 1962 ^T 50) nft 9TTT 3 ^ TWITT ( l) sTU 5TTT wfcPff ^7T TTET 
in ^TT °f>ifld o vm T if d*i o '3 t PTt T r ^>T TlfWIT ?ri%TT W M'H 0 1 ?TTWT i^odai TT 
'TtfTT f%*IT 5 I 

3 . tri if %tw^: 'p'tf sjrfw, tit *ffa % tCt ttvhi'vi % fair sn#r 

TESTE Tlftmfr, tUTUT m (^T rWT Ni2>fo t ti *flT 5TFTET ) % TTFTfar, 0 OaV 

% mOh^T $?T , vfa T ° 27, *TWJ7T Tfa, T^UTT % TUT 3TftT-4 ^ E *Tfa- 

ij^tt ^ TrCte ir 2 1 faff % tffaT Tn; wi i ^ht itt^t wf Tmr ar fafaftss- 
3 T^'*T r tWTT?>TTf% > PTr^^'n^dl 3 fa Tlfalr IJTTT^ s^farifr: gt TT falft frftr *TT- 
Trra'V nff TTr'ET 1 
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^■oifVoT^-o 111?! T'TFTPT if+'+'il %5rVo'jftoC[ ; B'o I cPP IT^T ^T?'T ft'OTTT I 

^ : si , lTrf i sifter I 


Tnq- — irsTTra - f+rr — fn^'PT — jtttt 


*rfa 


TrrnrnT 


w 


HTT 

>fV hr: 

746 

0 

4 

65 

747 WT 

0 

8 

25 

747 WT 

0 

3 

60 

747 HPT 

0 

1 

20 

748 

0 

3 

60 

749 

0 

9 

75 

751 1 

0 

0 

60 

738 

0 

21 

15 

706 

0 

4 

35 

615 

0 

1 

50 

621 

0 

3 

90 

619 

0 

0 

90 

620 HIT 

0 

6 

50 

620 HPT 

0 

7 

65 

618 

0 

1 

4 5 

617/3 

0 


52 

631 

0 

0 

15 

632/4 

0 

5 

85 

632/5 

0 

2 

60 

632/6 

0 

2 

60 

609 HPT 

0 

1 

45 

609 HPT 

0 

0 

65 

464/2+ 4 

0 

6 

15 

464/3 

0 

4 

65 

470/2 

0 

10 

35 

47 0/ 1 

0 

6 

44 

480/2 

0 

1 

92 

480/ 1 

0 

4 

62 

48 1/ 1 

0 

2 

82 

493 

0 

5 

33 

492 

0 

2 

42 
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ITT 


TTieffirr irwr 


I'TT 

eVsTR 



491 

0 

1 

49 



482 

0 

10 

1 



490 

0 

3 

30 



489 EFT 

0 

4 

5 0 



ESgETE^iT ) 

0 

9 

00 


[*mr 29( 7) / 68ETr£o U'to tft« /#E To iTtrr ff fair] 0 


Tf fa^ft, 168TE, 1970 

(pro WTo rjo 113 3.— Tn : EEftE *RER Ef Ef? ifftT ftTT | fa TIE f?T T Ef 
ITTW77E h f% TSRTE Tl^f if EEFffE T=f % if JE P TT ffff EI-iT ft ft ft- 3 4 if ft T 
ttE- 1 4 EE f^TfaET % if ^EfE E T t TfFETCE EE E Tf SffE'EE EE «Tfifr*r 3TT ffwif 
-f.fr ETffT ?frr riff ET?ET El Uwrf % TIlEE f faf FEITfE^ SfE^ft if EfTE ^fa 
if TlffE Ef STifTED IffaE EEEf ETEETE 

ITT, ITT, f jtfaEE EfEEEfET ('EFT if Elf fE % faf iffaEK Ef IffE) srfafEET, 
1962 ( 1 962 Ef 5o) ft ERf 3 ft TTEf O' (l) JIT ETT EfaEff Ef EEfE ETcT 
TR E-ftE fRER f TEE TTTfE Ef ITT ElT IffaE Efa Ef TETf WTpT FE^HTf 

fffEE ffET I I 

3 7TT £ET if fETJ frf s ff T, 7T ijfa % ftf TTTTRE famE E fEE 
HWE TiTE Tiff Efft, EERT TfTEREE (EE EET Tf^iEE <TT TtftE) % EfE *TE, 
EftTf E qfEEEf f T ,7fe f o 27, EET<jn fa?, T-JE EEEET E TE EftET-4 Ef TE ErffT- 
^Ef (ft EfftT ir 2 1 faff E ftR E^EE-TT I TEf TrifT EEf EfET jR ^fET ff ffffGJ 
E{ ft EfT E>ff 'E T ,T T T TT TT { ff \ fa Tffft ^TTff °TTf TTf: §T Ef ffft ffff 
STWnft ft EfET I 

ft ft ff 5 4 f ff t I n ~ 1 4 T K Tf t T3T$E ff OTEf 
TfTT — RE ET — ET ETTpT — TTTR 

ejt tree f'sTf $eet str ftER 


3 0012 
29812 
2 981 1 

29711 

29712 


0 0 48 

0 5 6 8 

0 2 84 

0 7 00 

0 4 16 


cfvi'£n’'3'r 
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*1* TFTflPTtfWr STTT *TraT 

4 

H V 


285 

0 

0 

42 

286 

0 

5 

88 

28413 

0 

6 

72 

^t'ftftJ 

0 

0 

60 

273 

0 

5 

40 


[aw 29 ( 7) / 68 -wr^/ifrTft/?rsrco r^r Srfauo] 

VT° WT° TT° 1 1 36.— JTfT: UPPl? frf ?HtcT ftUT % f% <?fapff?r if 

WW'FT I far JpsFTH UR ii ttU tf ®T8R RFT 5?lt SPRT aft it^- 25 «ft ?ft-l 5 

ifp % qfn^r £ TT^wr^T itu ?wt snfrffr^ w «iwVt im frorf srnfr 

'rrftr't 51^ ^ qr^ff ?fft tTOFT % snfftR % f%rc[ t^rnra sn^ft qf«RT ^f*r *r 
3 wFt apr srftwn: «rf%^r rpit ?nw^ t ; ,' 

sra - :, w?, uwrrRr (^fir $ sufR * wTwtt^t mr^hr) *rfafaw f , 

1962 ( 1 962 50 ) ^tsrm 3 3W9T (l) aPT *fiT HTW 

5T fofto http: % grrjf OTcftjr *pt srfepn: *rf%r qpfr jethi sm?w qcr^rr mlw 

fwr | 1 


3. WrT vrfiT if *fht Rf*FT, % !ft% qT^TM'TX.'T fawt % fatr STPIT 

fwt srrfsnrrrf)-, fspR qpwR4 (^r <nrr srnrfaR *rrct*r) % «t>mfcpr, 3fThr 

% ifTPUlt f&T, STff 4-'o 27, W^T TtT, 5|WT ^ UT Hpfcl-4 Rt ?TT srftpg^RT 
*tft wrCm *r 2 1 f^ft % 'tffar ur jrrt i ort sct^t ur urt ¥J Rf% fafrfer 
Iff *rt T«FT URT ft: rt ^ q? *rW 1 fsp ifTUt Rfom: ft U fRfr fTfir 
Rwrat % nT<fcr 1 


tft ET*T-2 5 ir ?t nt - 1 5 ^ ^r-TT ^ 7ft (T?T U5T4J TT^WIRr fa^RT 


UR— JJSPTtT fV^T —4P cfFJ^T — 6I4<. 


JTPT 

WjRHTOT 

t'RP 

iTTT 

qt mx 


65 

0 

14 

40 


^t'ft^tf 

0 

1 

20 


66 

0 

2 

56 


128 

0 

19 

56 


[iTWT 29{ 7)/68— UT^o ?fto ^°3’ ^fjPToJ 





Sec. 3 (ii ) ] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 13, 1970/JYAISTHA 23, 1892 3665 


14 STOW, 1970 

qflo Zdo 1375- TO qm (^Pf ' qqqPT % 

qrrt#n) 1962( 1962W 50) qrtqra 3# TTSTU ( 1 ) % iTsffrf *TKcT t TqTR 

% q f tPm *rk WFT qft y fe ^Tn T qq° gTo fro 4721 ^Kt*! 29-11-69 
g-nr qqqrn: % m qrfg^ror % sn^qt it fqfqfqsr qPm % Tqqrq % srfcr- 
qrR irt qq^r ^fr qrt fsre# % qqtTO % fair srfa-r qrfa qrr srqqr ?nw tftfw qrr feqr 

I 1 

srk ®rar: mz srrfeqnrf ^ qqq stfsrPm qrt smr 6 qrt qqsrro ( 1 ) % sraPr 
qqqrrc qrt faftr k qY | i 

5rtr to %?Aq qrqqr % qqq fort* qr foqn; qfot % qqq urF % 
hrrt srqgqt if fqfqfdE'sr qfrof it swtq qr sr^wr vfm qfar qrr fafarTO faqr 
I i 

m, qq qqq srfsrftrqq ®Ft «mr 6 qtt qqtmT ( 1 ) srm qqfr srPrar qq qqtq qr^ 
fir qqqrK TcrqOTcr «frfqq qrrqt 1 fa %$ srfogror ir w qrqg’qt it Prfq fe R 
sqq qfq if qrqPr qrr srfaqrrc qrfq qr^r Prarit % sreWq % fair qqqg-RT ?rfajr fqrqT 
sricTT 1 5ftr srm qtt ^qym ( 4 ) girr snm stfroff qrr sniPr qrfa f^ %^sfcr qrrqrrc 
tqqw icft f Fqr Tqq qgftnff q qqqtq qrr srfgqm: q^sfar grqrre: it feffq f if % 
^q ifa sftr qrqrfqq; for srrqforir, ffoppfr ir qpq ^q it, ^?r qmr %5rqnro qrt 
? r qrftw qrt fqffq fo<TT 1 




#fo sfan %° qft° (qret- 7 ) % ^q wm irm^r, qrrft-i 
qqr qr^q HRq Ptshi 


qjqq < i'>i'u^f 

0 

fqr^rr irpRT 

qrqqrr 

0 


^Tft 

qtq 

qaf 4 RT qqqr 

|qsq 

WT 

<r wt 



49 

0 

40 

47 


50/1 qqr 2 

0 

03 

50 


51 

0 

13 

15 


52 

0 

08 

50 


52/l 

0 

13 

15 


55 

0 

00 

75 


53 

0 

1 

12 


qre fq? 

0 

00 

50 


22 

L- 

12 

14 


[qo 20 ( 3 )/ 67 -?rr|oqtoqto/§rR tro5 %%q 0 ] 
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Wo 1428: — ^TcT; ^ if 

5 1% fpTW TT3T if ST?r % sirtrT RRf ijjMt %WT 7, 13, 14, 1 7, *ftr 18% 

•FiF^rr if fr«Er aft. aft. iTE. ?he % tTc^t % far qrwnvr %r ?w sriifcw 

WinPl STTT STpft ‘'uPs^ ?%T iT^ff Tr^rf 1?f f%WI% % HTfoR 1 % f%T( 
if r*i( ct '♦jfil % ^FTfiT W qfEWR Mftfcf W7TT 5 -H i n iRPfi ^ ; 

STE : , 'm, 'TIWT^T (ljf%.if 3 h4V| % mPh W< W MWl) STfafWf, 1962 

( 1962W 50) Ttmu 3^t3WCT (l) rRT 51T?T irf^Tf W TPTfr JTT %fjftiT STCWT 

% -dMqf 7 !' w srftwrT srfer *tn?t w 5rm mtspt <^cf? ski Tffw fwiT ^ i 

3. Ijfir % ffjan.s «nPtq, T?T *jfir % Ht^ t TT^ 1 i<ni6i % PHI* WOffT 

*ram snftmff, tttri ttiwi^ (%t m ai fr ' ftw w srnfk) % wrfaw, w*fcT ^ 
TftriTTOr,^ t'o 27 , WE^fti , ,%^^wPT%qTT^T^-4^^«rf%^Trr , i%crrftar 
% 2 1 Pnff % %tc(T qrz ?r%n i f^tr mtctt qrwr ir o^P^t P^Pifqot ^t wet •ti^n 
fa WT 3TT ^ ^IfRTT 5 fa 4J|PklHl: jft *TT felt faftf »Wfl4t 4% TTOT I 


SET^ff 

7 ( 13 , 14 , 17 «frr 18 F ^'m^T ftw Gfir.tft.tfTr. qr^rr^T 
faWTT 


ll*!) — ^STOcT 


- ^ 

TRJW 

- ifaffa 

»rtar 

'FT^STTT WVl 1 

%fZX 

NR 

tffo Ml no 

fW %®TT 7 5% 14 % ffrtr 





gpfarr 

790 

0 

4 

76 


791 

0 

3 

57 


792 

0 

10 

71 


721 

0 

23 

81 


789 

0 

14 

18 

«£wf %W 1 3 % fa% JJTTIT . 

2 1 1/ 1 

0 

7 

15 


210 

0 

5 

75 


207 

0 

1 

19 


306/1 

0 

9 

53 


456/1 

0 

19 

53 


478/1 

0 

4 

76 


470 

0 

4 

76 


479 

0 

11 

91 


477 

0 

2 

98 


476 

0 

2 

38 

fwfifwr 17 *fk is %fo% 






18 

0 

9 

52 


22/l 

0 

8 

33 


[liwr 

1 1 ( 3) /69- 

*> 

-inn < 0*S 

%f3RTo] 



Sec. 3(ii)] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: IUNE 13, 19/0/JYAwiriA a, 18 ,L t 


f!To «tto 1950 — : qrar: qfrfazm, qrsq qrr^r (sTfa % % qrraqrR qrr #r) 

1962 ( 1962 W 50) #gkr 3^r^3'TOTTT (l) % STOfa *TR^ IRqTR % 

%{fc Turn *fa iH * r q?t qq° *rr° ho 4723 ctrNt 12-11-69 nr 

?RqrR ^ qrfsr^RT % irrt siq^qt if fqfqfe: 'fmi % RRfnr % ?rPj- 
qqq qft qr^q ^rr^ff qft fa^Ft % spfRFr % fa^ ?rfer qR?t qrr smr srm wtfcrrr qR ferr 

srk m: *m srrftpprfr if ^ ^fsrftriR qft ?rm 6 qft rtstrt ( 1 ) % srato 
*RqjR sift fqqtf % | 1 

str ms: %r-st<i *Rq>R % rft foitr <r fq^R qRit % qqqrcT vs srfa^srqf % 

w sFj^qt if fqfqfe if rwR qq sriijqrR ?rfacr qr^r qrr fafrsRq fair 

m, qq; ^ qfsrfqqq qft qft srRt 6 qft ^isrRr (i) sw sr?q srfqq qrr snftH- 
qR% §q %?s'fa hrfr tt^ri sftfaer qRdt | fq? w ^fsrg^nrr ir mv* vFV$mt if 

fafcfesq sqq qfoqf if 3<r?frq qrr srfsrqrR q^q fq®i% % sptRr % qqR- 
RT 5rf% fw RRT I qR Rff OTR qft 3TJRT ( 4 ) RT SRfT ^rfw^ff qrr SPTFr qrRT 
^ %f#r ?RqR fq^rr ^?rt | fqr r?qq qfjrqf if RFTtq qrr qfgqrR %rstq *RqrR it 
fq%r |fq % ?*rPT ?Rr ?rk srnrfqqr *rr qraRr if, ?r*ft fqqmr q qqq rt if, vs qiw 
% qqrrqrq qft vs aRfa qrr fqffq rm i 

ifo tr^-o % 0 «fto (qrr?t-5) it 5ft° qft° t^rro qrr?t qqfqqrcrf % qfgqrR 

% fait qRq qrr?q fqsjrqr 

— qqRR faqrr — st^hmi cim^t — — quit 


qfq nqsRT ?ir T - ?tr 


fifqft . 

* 

1008 

0 

07 



1044/1 

0 

13 



1009 

0 

06 



1013 

0 

11 



1012 

0 

04 



1020 

0 

03 



1021 

0 

05 



1022 

0 

02 

HOTy: . 

4 

. 261 

0 

10 



258 

0 

10 1 



257 

0 

17 2 



255 

0 

04 C 
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flsfaor fN^T 

|T£T 

STR 

«ft SR 

256 

0 

07 

08 

239 

0 

07 

08 

247 

0 

03 

04 

246 

0 

04 

05 

245 

0 

04 

05 

244 

0 

1 1 

13 

201 

0 

04 

05 

200 

0 

09 

1 1 

197 

0 

02 

05 

196/1 

0 

09 

05 

192/2 

0 



198 

0 

03 

04 

199/1 

0 

02 

02 

1957 

0 

01 

01 

1976 

0 

20 

23 

1973 

0 

21 

25 

1972 

0 

07 

08 

1969 

0 

07 

08 

201 l/l 

0 

04 

05 

2005 

0 

06 

07 

2004 

0 

03 

04 

2003 

0 

06 

07 

2017 

0 

06 

07 

2022 

0 

11 

13 

2021 

0 

03 

04 

2023 

0 

03 

04 


[#o 20/3/67— srf° ?fto ^fto/^fTo ^fsrsro] 
i fg? 5 ft, 20 ss?r, 1970 

SPTo^fo 155 l.-w: STcftcT ftcTT | f% ? 1 >F%T t ^ V 

| f% ’T 3 nT?r TTHT ii *Tf*TFTT ^ STST *T fST *TWT ?T ^ftlTRR '- 1 sft 

rnr ^w> qjrfcm % ifr^r % iT^rr^r srrfrf^r if *r src>r jra froif ^rr^fr 

^rf|TT str ^rrf qft fgram % sr^fm % f^rtr ^=^5^ t sf %<5 sfa *f ^pft»r 

gn sfsnfR srf%?r ?rrgw |; 

srar, tf>1%*PT 'Tr^T'Tr?^ (^t ir '3W*r % ?rffw s^nr ) wfirfaznr, 

1962 ( 1962^1 50 ) #OTiI 3# ^WRT ( 1 ) SlTTSr^T^TfsRRf^T 

% 75 Ttr rwR ^t sfj^T 7 ' ^rf^rer ^r sw stppt t^-g ?rt 3 : Tft '5 f^grr 1 1 
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3 . ttt Jr fymx ^ fnwiw frort % far *um 

TtTTTTft^H^, T^TTTTTnfTcITIt'T (tT ENT A I % f?TF T ^TEflT ) % n 1 % 'TfWtY 

W*, 27, WTJTT TtT, TEETT % THT *tfal-4 *ft # TITt^T 

% 2 1 ftrff % vfTTT Et3TT I TT^T TTET £T aErf®fT fa fait ^T: OTT JffaTT 

1% TIT Tq Tr^dT ^ fat TfTdit “Tfadfl".' fft TT f%lfT ftfiT «<! 3 tf Eft Hl^fT I 


jrrr wi tY tj ^ tTinmi- 1 ( ^fY ^fV ) dT ft®m 


W 1 — fjjl <Jd 

ffaET — tfrdTdT 


TWTTT 

— tfTFTT 

TPT 

*01 iti ETTT 


OTT 

■ft mr 

t^ r 

263 

0 

7 

8 


258 

0 

17 

20 


241 

0 

9 

11 


233 

0 

12 

64 


240 

0 

10 14 


239 

0 

10 

12 


245 

0 

15 

25 


223 

0 

1 

50 


[tw 

To 

ll( l)/70 

to fw SEE TIT, 

0 W vHoRToJ 

ttt irffar 1 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR, EMPLOYMENT & REHABILITATION 
(Department of Labour & Employment) 

New Delhi, the 29 th May 1970 

S.O, 2112/FWA/Sec. 14 /Mines/ Oilfields/ Air Transport Services. — In exercise 
of tne powers conferred by sub-section (3) of section 14, read with section 24 cf 
the Payment of Wages Act, 1930 (4 of 1930), and in supersession of the notification 
of the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabili- 
tation (Department of Labour and Employment) No. S.O. 1151, dated the 16th 
March, 1968, the Central Government hereby appoints the officers mentioned in 
column (2) of the Table below to be Inspectors for the purposes of the said Act, 
and directs that they shall exercise thetr functions within the local limits of the 
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areas specified against them in column (3) thereof, in respect of all mines, oUtolds 
and air transport services to which the said Act applies, namely: — ' 

The Table 



II. i 

2 


Chief Labour Commissioner (Central), New Delhi 
Deputy Chief Labour Commissioners (Central), New 

Director, Indian Institute of Labour Studies, New Delhi 

Deputy Directors, Indian Institute of Labour Studies, Whole of India except the- 
New Delhi. V State of Jammu and 

Regional Labour Commissioners (Central), New Delhi Kashmir. 

Welfare Adviser to the Chief Labour Commissioner 
(Central), New Delhi. 

Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central), New Delhi 
Assistant Directors, Indian Institute of Labour Studies, 

New Delhi. j 

Labour Enforcement Officers (Central), New Delhi . J 

Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Bombay . ") The State of Maharashtra) 
All Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central) in the J and the Union Territory 
Bombay Region. V of Goa, Daman and Diu. 

All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central), in the Bombay I 

Region. J 


III. I 

2 


Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) Calcutta 
Alt Assistant Labour Commissioners (Contral) in the 
Calcutta Region. 

All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in the Calcutta 
Region. 


IV. i Regional Labour Commissioner, (Central), Madras . " 

2 Ail Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central) in the 

Madras Region. 

3 All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in the Madras 

Region. 

V. i Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Jabalpur . T 

2 All Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central) in the 

Jabalpur Region. [ 

3 All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in the Jabalpur 

Region. 

4 All Junior Inspectors (Central) in the Jabalpur Region. 

5 Labour Enforcement Officer (Central), Jhansi. 

VI. I Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Kanpur . "j 

2 All Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central) in the I 

Kanpur Region. j 

3 All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in the Kanpur j 

Region. j 

4 All Junior Labour Inspectors (Central) in the Kanpur I 

Region. J 

VII. i Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Dhanbad . ~| 

' 2 AH Assistant Labour Commissioners, (Ce tral) in the 

Dhanbad Region. 

3 All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in the Dhanbad 

Region. 

4 All Junior Labour Inspectors (Central) In the Dhanbad 

Region. J 


1 The States of West Bengal 
(excluding the Districts 
of Burdwan, Birbhum, 
Bahkura and Purulia, 
Assam, Meghalaya and 
Nagaland and the Union 
Territories of Manipur 
and Tripura. 

J The States of Tamil Nadu 
J Kerala and the Union 
> territory of Pondicherry. 


The State 
Pradesh. 


Madhya 


The States of Uttar Pra- 
desh, Punjab and Har- 
yana and the Union ter- 
ritories of Delhi, Hima- 
chal Pradesh and Chan- 
digarh. 


The State of Bihar. 
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Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Hyderabad . ' 

All Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central) in the Hy- 
derabad Region. 

All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in the Hydera- The States of Mysore and 
bad Region. | Andhra Pradesh. 

All Junior Labour Inspectors (Central) in the Hyderabad I 
Region. J 

Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Ajmer . . T 

All Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central) in the Ajmer j 
Region. | 

All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in the Ajmer }■ The States of Rajasthan 


Region. 

Labour Enforcement Officer (Central), Ratlam. 

Junior Labour Inspector (Central), Agra. 

Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Asansol 

All Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central in the 
Asansol Region, 

All Labour Enforcem nt Officers (Central) in the Asansol 
Region. 

All Junior Labour Inspectors (Central) in the Asansol 
Region. 

Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar . 

All Assistant Labour Commissioners (Central) in Bhuba- 
neswar Region. 

All Labour Enforcement Officers (Central) in Bhubaneswar 
Region. 


and Gujarat. 


The Districts of Burdwan 
Birbhum, Bankura and 
Purulia in the State of 
West Bengal. 


phe State of Orissa. 


(No. C i9/i/6c>/(LR IV)] 
C. MISRA, Under Secy. 


«w, Ttanrrc * frafa 

(«tr Tfannr Warn) 

fte#, 29 R$, 1970 

VT°WT° 2 1 1 2 — «fto /tf o 1 

R^Tt sjRcnR wfirf-TtTTT, 19 36 ( 1936 RH 4) 8 RT 14 ^ RR «TTT (3) RRT RTRT 24 
3 TTT R 1 TR UlftrUiT RR RR>I ftr rTt RTTR RR 3 PTC % RR, RfrnTTC R RRTHR 

( RR TtRRTT fRRTR ) Rfsj^RRT RWT RRoRT° 1151 , ftRIRT 1 6 RP#, 1968 ^ 

fdfpRR -ETR glT, %RltR TOT < RAR gKt fRER RT fflV T % RHR]( 2) R RfdRptfR itrfgRRfTRf 
RRR RftrfRRR % snflRRT ^7 fRR Pi'jttt "nttfl ^ Rj| fd^si dcfl ^ f% RRR 
RlfpW ( 3 ) R fd RRT R) ’-RpflR Rl R IR) % RETT, tfoff RRT 

RTR RfTR^R JtRTRt % RTRRJ Sf, fRRRR 3RR RfaftRR RPJ RR% *PTRT apl 

fRR^R RRTti: — 

Rifam 

RWT wfRRRrt RR 


I 1. ^JRR NRTRRR 

2. RR1J3RRRPJW (%RftR),'T£ PleRV I 


RPEftT Tp3R 
tfttVT RT^f RTTR | 
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1 


2 


3 


3. fatw, WKcft «UT tfRTFT, Tf f^^ft I 

4. nRflTT S SPT 5KWT ffRTET, 

5Tf fstfsfr I 

5. 5TT%fW3p Spn^RT f^fr I 

6 . >JW N^I^ki ( i'al^ ) % ivrMi u i WWT^filT, 

7. ?r$m «rHT3j^T 1 

8. FT^TW f^TJPF, VTTTcfRr 5TTST 5TSIFFT ’TRTFT, 

fit fswft 1 

9. <5TT 5PTTT srfir^Td (%^ffa), ^T# feft I 

2 1 . 'Xl^lw SREm I 

2 . %*Rft HfTWSRFJET (%^T) I 

3. % jutV sr^Nt srftj^rfr (%^fta) : 

3 1. srr^fro ’srpjw (%nfto), i 

2. ftf? % mft «trww (%^fW) 


3. w^fir % ipfr 'sht sr^ *rfa ! fn‘fl’ 

1 

4 1. sntfvrv ’srpjkt (%^r), etr i 

2 . JTffTTT^- % ^rwft ^TXT^T I 

3. irm^^^sr^srfaTitr 

1 

5 1. srr^ftrr sptpjset i 

2. sramrr sfa % *r»ft wfrt wrfr 
(%7gfa) 1 

3. 3 tst?pk «^r % spt stwh’ srftpprft 
(%^frr) 1 

4 . sfhtt % ?nft srt p -rt Mtsr^ 

1 

5. «nr street ^rftr^rd, (^sffa) ; imft i 

6 1 . Ui^HflTi SRPUftT (^)*-al^ ) , I 

2 . I 

3. <t’ii'i' sjfa 1 % *nft *4 Rj'tii O 

I 


3TR sflr TmtT TTHJ qft 

'sv&fi ?n^4 «rn:?r i 


FTSTTP^ TRU sfh JR Wlfel 
ST5T ifm, RT flk ivt I 

Tpi M h! ^*n7T ( ■TtfuIH, 
afk^JiT, STfTT sflT jtfFPJT 
f^Rff ifr> W1T4R) WRT, 
*rk ?TPTB , ^fmT 
ffT WTftET Tpft jwk 

Rtjtt 1 


dlftw 'I I £ »Tk 4> < '4 TJW 

1 


*tr 5i%?T Tmr i 


'dfl 7^ 51^1 , 'T'STR ’srk ^<-4 IHT 
Tf^T ert jr snltw fr?FrY, 
f^rrm^r sr&r wk i 
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I 


2 


3 


4. TTT1T % TTV NTT NT fTRtNN (%Tfor) I 

7 1. qRfrN nt nhjtt (ttUt), ttttt i 

2. TTTTCNT%TTi'T|rTTNTF|TT (%rrtT) i 

3. TTTTT % TT> N'T TNTT Nf8TR> fiTTTT TTTT 
(%T?It) I 

4. nttf? %■ ttV ntt nt frfrNN 
(%rflT) 1 

s 1. sntfirr ntfjtt (^str), i 

2. j forrarc % TTf t^tntf nttjtt 
(%T fhT) 

3. fjTTITTT % TTt N'T TTTT NfTNRt $£T nR NfET ST^TT TT3T I 
5rf£r a Frr0‘ (%rfW) i 

4. tswrc N'T % T*ft NTT NT frflNN 

(%rrtr) I 

■9 1. TlTftfT NTTJTT (%Rtr), NNiR I 

2. NT^T % TTt T*rm NTPJW (STfftr) I TRTTTT NR TNTPT TRlf 

3. NTTT m % TTt NT TTTT NfNNRt 

(%RR) I 

4. NT STNTT NfTTKV (%rfRr), TTNTT I 

5. NTT NT fTTtNT (%^ftr), NTTTT I 

10 1. NTTTTT (%Tf)T ) , NTTTTtN I 

2. NTTTTTN £ TNT TTITT NTTTNT qfrTTfF TTTN % tItTT, 

( trtt ) 1 trot, t^tt nr 

jrfw frg; i 

3. NTTTTtN % TTf NT TTTT NfsnpRr 

(%RRr) 1 

4. NTTTT>T %■ TTt NTR NT f^RtSTN 
(%vjtr) 1 

11 1. tt^tn ntintt (%RR), tRrtt i 

2. TTT7TT % mft TTTTT NTN1TTT TfVTT TRT 

(%r rrr) i 

3. TT?RTT %TTT NT TT^T nTtnRV 

(%Rk) I 


[ToffT 19/1/69 (tTN NR-4)] 
qVo Tto frNj NTTfriNT I 
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(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 29 th May 1970 

S.O. 2113 In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14r 

of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Industrial Tribunal, Bombay, In the industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the trustees of Port of Bombay, and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on the 19th May, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, BOMBAY 
Reference No. CGIT-2/5 of 1969 

Employers In relation to the Trustees of port of Bombay 

And 

Their Workmen 


Present ; 

Shri N. K. Vanl, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances : 

For the employer : Shri R, K Shetty, Deputy Legal Advisor, Bombay Port 
Trust, Bombay. 

For the workmen ; Shri S. K. Shetye^ General Secretary, Bombay Port Trust 
Employees’ Union, Bombay. 

Industry; Ports and Docks. State: Maharashtra. 

State: Maharashtra 


Bombay, the 6 th May 1970 
AWARD 

By order No. 28/5/69-LWI-III dated 7th April, 1969 the Government of India, 
in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of 
Labour and Employment) In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-Section (2) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), referred to this 
Tribunal, for adjudication, an industrial dispute existing between the employers 
in relation to the Trustees of Port of Bombay and their workmen represented 
by the Bombay Port Trust Employees' Union, Bombay in respect of the matters 
set forth in the schedule mentioned below: — 

Schedule 

"Whether the Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen attached to the 
shore unit of the Bombay Port Trust workshop are justified In 
claiming any monetary relief for the work in connection with the 
repairs and maintenance of lighthouses, lightships, buoys and 
beacons in the harbour? If so, what should be quantum of such 
relief and whether such payment should be made with any 
retrospective effect and if so, from what date?” 

2. Shri S. K. Shetye, General Secretary of the Bombay Port Trust Employees 
Union, Bombay (hereinafter referred as ’The Union’) has filed written statement 
on behalf of the employees at Ext. 1/W. According to the Union:— 

(i) The work in the sea away from the Shore Is not the normal and legiti- 
mate duty of the Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen attached 
to the Shore Unit of the Bombay Fort Trust workshop. 

(11) The Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen, who are members of 
the Shore Unit, are required to go in a Jolly Boat to Light Houses. 
Lightships, buoys and beacons In connection with the repairs and 
maintenance works. They have to take Lighthouse Machanics and 
employees of the General work Division with them. Safety of those 
other employees lies In their hands as they are Incharge of the 
Jolly Boat. 

(Hi) The members of the Bombay Port Trust workshop shore Unit are having 
Inferior service conditions’ in comparison! with their counterparts 
from the Engineering Department of the Bombay Port Trust. 
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flv) The work done by the employees in question involves higher degree of 
skill, risk and hazard. 

(v) The employees in question be paid special pay at the rate of Rs. 15 per 
head per month for doing the work in connection with the repairs- 
and maintenance of lighthouses, Lightships, buoys and Beacons in. 
the sea with effect from 1-10-1957 on the ground of equity, social 
justice and fair play. 

3. Shri S. D. Chittar, Secretary, Bombay Post Trust has filed written state- 
ment- (rum-rejoinder at Ext. 2/E on behalf of the Trustees of Port of Bombay 
(hereinafter referred to as the Employers). According to the employers: — 

i. The work in the sea away from the shore is part of the normal duty 

of the employees in question. The Union in question had admitted 
in the written statement dated 21st December, 1963 In reference No. 
IT-CG-3 of 1963 and the written statement dated 23rd November, 
1903 in reference No. IT-CG-1 of 1963 before Shri Meher that it was 
one of the several duties of the Lascars to work in the sea and to 
row the boats and accompany the Lighthouse Mechanics with Jolly 
boats to Lighthouses, Lightships, buoys and Beacons and to assist 
them. While mentioning the duties of the Jolly Boat Tindals in the 
written statement dated 23rd November, 1963 it is specifically 
mentioned that they are to be incharge of Jolly Boat to work as a 
Helm’sman and to do In addition the work of a Deckhand when re- 
quired. In view of these admissions the contention of the employees 
in question is not tenable. 

ii. The members of the Bombay Port Trust workshop shore Unit are not 

having inferior service conditions compared with their counterparts 
in the Engineering Department of the employers. 

iii. The work done by the employees In question does not require the higher 

degree of skill, risk and hazard. 

iv. There is no case or justification for the grant of special pay of Rs. 15 per 

month per head either with effect from 1st January 1957 or from 
the perspective date. If the special pay is allowed to the employees 
in question it would introduce on element of discrimination com- 
pared to other workmen similarly placed not only in the Bombay 
Port but also in other parts of the country. 

v. Pay scales of the employees in question alongwlth other employees were 

fixed on the basis of the recommendations of Jeejeebhoy Committee. 
On the second occasion the pay scales were again revised and fixed 
as per recommendations of the Second Pay commission. There would 
be again an upward revision in the pay scales on account of the 
recommendations of the Central Wage Board for Port and Dock 
Workers. These revisions are in addition to the special allowance 
of Rs. 2 already being received by the Lascars under Meher Award, 
interim reliefs granted by the Wage Board and series of upward re- 
vision in the Dearness Allowance. Hence the demand for special 
pay by the employees in question if granted, would create further 
anomally and industrial unrest among other employees having the 
same or similar scales of pay. 

vl. Shri Jeejeebhoy and Shri Meher had considered the duties and responsi- 
bilities of the Lascars of Jolly Boat Tindals and given them appro- 
priate relief. Similarly the employers considered the duties and 
responsibilities of Splicemen and gave them appropriate relief. Hence 
the employees demand is liable to be rejected. 

4. The employers have examined two witnesses namly Shri s. Seshan, Ship- 
wright Carpenter Shops Foreman (Ex. 7/E) and Shri Fernandes, tight House 
Mechanic Ex. 17/E and produced documents Ex. 3 to 6/E, 14/E to 16/E and 18/E. 

5. The Union has not examined any witness but it has produced Ex. 8/W to 
13/W- 

8. Shri S. K Shetye, General Secretary, Bombay Port Trust Employees’ Union, 
Bombay has argued before me as follows. According to him: — 

'(I)' The Bombay Port Trust by Its letter dated 22nd November 1968 Ex. 10/W 
has agreed that It will not raise any technical objection about the 
maintainability of the reference to adjudication. Hence it £s not open 
to the Trustees of Bombay Port Trust to raise any technical objection 
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referring to Jeejeebhoy Committee Report, Meher Awaad pod Wage 
Board Recommendations. ’ 

(ii) The employees covered by the terms of reference in this case are mem- 

bers of Shore Unit of the Bombay Port Trust Workshop. The Bombay 
Port Trust Workshop is the place of their work and also the Head- 
quarters for them. It cannot be said that the work in the sea on the 
Lighthouses, Lightships, Buoys and Beacons for away from the Head- 
quarters is legitimate work of the members of the Shore Unit. 

(iii) Ex. 16/E is an extract from the list of duties etc. filed by the Bombay 

Port Trust before the Wage Boaird for Port and Dock Workers relat- 
ing to Lascars Grade II, Mechanical Engineering Department Shore 
Section art; S. No. 20, page 195. This document shows that the duties 
in question are not included therein and that on account of this they 
are additional duties. 

giv) Jeejeebhoy Committee wag expected to go into the pay scales of various 
categories of employees at 8 Major Ports of India and the work was 
tremendous. Therefore justice was not done and could not have been 
done to this category. Jeejeebhoy Committee has not gone Into the 
question of allowance or special pay to any category. Even after the 
publication of the Jeejeebhoy Committee report and the publication 
of Meher Award many changes in the pay scales were made subse- 
quently in respect of many categories of employees. 

Zv) In reference No. CGIT-43 of 1905 the question was whether the crews 
of the Docks Flotilla of the Trustees Port Department are entitled to 
claim payment of Caisson Allowance at the same rate ag are applica- 
ble to the crews of the Alexandra Dock Shore establishment. If so 
whether such payment should be made with any retrospective effect 
and if so from what date? 

Shri Salim M. Merchant, Presiding Officer, Central Govt. Industrial 
Tribunal, Bombay, to whom this reference was made has held that 
the claim for payment of Caisson Allowance at enhanced rate of 
Rs.6/- Inclusive of Rs. 2/- by way of miscellaneous allowance allowed 
by Shri Meher should be granted with retrospective effect from 1st 
September 1900 (vide copy of Award produced at Ex. 12/W). In re- 
ference No. CGIT-2/29 of 1968 the question was whether the workmen 
of the Merrywether Dry Dock and Merrywether Dry Dock Pumping 
Station are justified in claiming an additional allowance for handling 
Merry Wether Dry Dock Caisson. If so, art what rate should such 
allowance be paid and from what date. This Tribunal has held that 
the workmen of Merry Wether Dry Dock and Merrywether Dry Dock 
Pumping Station were justified in claiming allowance of Rs. 0/- per 
month with effect from 22nd June 1907 for attending the Caisson. 

Considering these two Awards, special allowance for the work in 
connection with repairs and maintenance of Light Houses, Light Ships, 
Buoys and Beacons in the harbour be given. 

•(vl) Ex. 15/E shows thart Lascars at Pir Pau are given higher pay as com- 
pared to Lascars Grade II, that service conditions of the employees 
covered by this reference are inferior In comparison with their coun- 
terparts In the Engineering Department and Port Department. Their 
claim for special pay for doing the work in question be allowed. 

(vii) Shri Seshan’s evidence Ex. 7/E need not be given any weight because 
Shri Seshan has no experience about the work in the sea. He has not 
gone even a sinfflc time to Lighthouse with the workmen in question. 
He has not seen them working in the sea on the Lighthouse. His 
opinion about nature of work of the employees in question be not, 
therefore, accepted. 

(vili) Evidence of Shri Fernandes, Ex. 17/E, clearly supports the case of 
the employees in question. His evidence clearly shows that there is 
risk In going to the top of the Buoy, doing the work in lantern and 
that the work in the sea is more risky due to the roughness of the 
sea. 

Jix) Ex. 11/W i.e T.R. No. 603 shows that Rs. 2/- are paid to the workmen 
of the Bombay Port Trust workshop for working on Pilot Vessel Venu 
which is a few miles away from the Shore. There is. therefore, every 
justlflcotlon for payment of special pay as claimed In the written 
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statement as the distance where the employees in question are re- 
quired to work is about 17 miles. Payment of Rs. 2/- was introduced- 
after the publication of the Jeejeebhoy Committee Report and the 
Award of Shri Meher. 

$0 The employees claim special allowance because the work in question 
involves higher degree of skill, risk, hazard and inconvenience. 

(xi) No other employees of the Shore Unit except the employees in question 
are required to work in the sea away from the Shore. Hence Rs. 15/— 
per month be given to each employee with retrospective effect. 


7. The Dy. Legal Adviser, Shri R. K. Shetty for the Bombay Port Trust has- 
argued before me as follows: — 

(i) In view of Shri Seshan’s evidence at Ex. 7/E, Paras. 4 and 5 there is- 

absolutely no basis for the Union to say that going to the sea and 
working on Lighthouses etc. are not normal and legitimate duty of the 
workmen in question. The Bombay Port Trust has conclusively prov- 
ed that it is the normal and legitimate duty of the workmen in ques- 
tion to go into the sea. 

(ii) As regards Union’s case that the work done by the employees in ques- 

tion involves higher degree of skill, there is no evidence. As regards 
Union’s case that the work done by the employees in question in- 
volves risk, he (Shri Shetty) says that he does not mean that there 
is no risk involved in sea work, but this risk is common to all Lascars 
in the Port Trust who number 2000 to 3000, Jolly Boat Tindals and 
other Tindals and categories comparable to Splicemen. There is no 
additional risk and hazard undertaken by 64 workmen in question. 
The Union has not proved that there is additional skill, risk and haz- 
ard involved in the discharge of duties by the workmen in the sea. 
The Union has not proved that the work of the Lascars etc. is rela- 
tively more dangerous than that of other Lascars working either in 
the sea or in the Shore. 

(iii) The work carried out by the employees in question is so casual and 

occasional that it does not call for the payment of special pay on a 
regular monthly basis. The Bombay Port Trust does not require all 
64 workmen for sea work. Maximum number of workmen including 
Tindal and Spliceman is not more than 7 in number. If a man does 
a special duty once in 2 months like Lascars, do they deserve special 
pay of Rs. 15/- on a regular basis, as if they are doing the duties 
every day such as Stenographers, Typists, et.c.? They do not deserve 
a special pay or allowance for occasional performance of duties. 

flv) Without prejudice to the above submissions, if the Tribunal thinks 
something should be paid, Tiffin allowance of Re. 1/- per day for eac 
workmen may be considered provided if these workmen are engaged 
in sea work for more than 4 hours at a time. 

(v) If the special pay is allowed to the employees in question, it will have 
serious repurcussion in the Harbour Flotilla where the number is bet- 
ween 2000 to 3000. A large number of other categories of workmen 
such as Plumbers, Motor Mechanics, Masons, Mazdoors, Electricians, 
Radio Mechanics, etc. are also required to go to Light-houses m con- 
nection with their work. If special pay is p.aid to the Lascars, it will 
open pandora box generating claims from all these categories of work- 
men who are working in the sea. In addition other workmen such as 
Oil Pipe Line Staff numbering about 500 who go to Butcher Islan 
at a distance of 7 to 8 miles in all weather conditions, might also 
flnim a eneoial pay. It will he then difficult for the Bombay Port 
Trust to resist the claim of other workmen. Otherwise there will be 
severe heart burning among other employees. 

Teeieebhoy Committee considered the duties and responsibilities of 
(VI) jeejeeb oy Y Tindals and Splicemen and prescribed appropriate 

Se It was open to Jeejeebhoy Committee to give higher scales 
of pay to these workmen hut he did not gives. Therefore, the claim 
of the Union for special pay be rejected. 

(vii) The Union has demanded something extra forthe duties of Lascars 

before Shri Meher but by ^andin* a c ™n “gf «ne b y & 
Union chouM be deemed to have ^Mnvolves eouaT degree of skill, 
* SSS ^ present demand of the employee, for 



Rs. 15/- per month per head for workshop lascars is inconsistent and 
contradictory to their stand before Shri Meher. 

Shri Meher has already considered the work of Lascars to row 
Jolly Boats and to go to Light Houses, Lightships Buoys and Beacons 
and to assist the Light House Mechanics and granted Rs. 2/- os special 
allowance for all Lascars who had completed 6 months service as may 
be seen from Ex. 4/E and 16/E. 

Upward revision has been given to these employees as as result of 
implementation of Second Pay Commission recommendations. The 
Union has accepted the same. This acceptance amounts to admission 
that duties and responsibilities of Lascars asre the same a$ those of 
other Lascars of the Port Trust either working in the sea or in the 
Shore. 

During the last 10 years no dispute wa s raised. The Union should 
be deemed to have accepted that the degree of skill, hazard and res- 
ponsibilities are equal in respect of all lascars. 

The Wage Board for Port and Dock Workers ha s further revised 
their scale of pay with effect from 1st December 1969. On account of 
this each of these Lascars is getting about Rs. 40 to Rs. 45/- per 
month. They have also been given by the Wage Board two interim 
reliefs (11 Rs. 7.80 with effect from 1st February 1965 and (2) Rs. 4/- 
with effect from 1st August 1965 (vide Ex. 4/U para. 8 of 2/E and 
‘D* of Ex. 1S/E) . Having regard to the facts that the Bombay Port 
Trust employees Union has not demanded higher scale of pay or 
special allowance for Workshop Shore Lascars for their sea work, 
the Union should be deemed to have admitted that the degree of 
skill, hazard and risk in discharge of their duties are the same as 
those of other Lascars in the Bombay Port Trust. 

(viii) There is no justification to grant the' demand either with retrospective 
effect or even prospective effect. If retrospective effect is to be con- 
sidered it is relevant to see whether the workmen were under paid. 
The workmen are paid fairly well as may be seen from Ex. 4/E. 
There were revision in the Dearness Allowance on not less than 10 
occasions during the last 10 years. Further Jeejeebhoy Committee 
revised their scales of pay with effect from 1st October 1957. Recom- 
mendations of the second pay Commission were extended to them with 
effect from 1st July 1959 The Wage Boanrd for Port and Dock Work- 
ers has given two interim reliefs (1) with effect from 1st February 
1965 amounting to Rs. 7 j 80 and (2) with effect from 1st August 1965 
amounting to Rs. 4/-. Revised Wage Board Scales of pay have been 
given with retrospective effect from 1st December 1969. Further they 
get overtime wages of 32 hours per month at double the rate. A 
lascar in a maximum scale of pay would get Rs. 320/- per month. A 
Jolly Boat Tindal would get Rs. 370/- per month. A Spliceman would 
get Rs. 400/- per month. These wages are comparatively good wages 
There is no reason to grant retrospective effect. 


"8- Points for consideration are as follows: — 

(i) Whether the Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen attached to the 

shore unit of the Bombay Port Trust workshop are justified in claim- 
ing any monetary relief for the work in connection with the repairs 
and maintenance of lighthouses, lightships, buoys and beacons in the 
Harbour? 

(ii) If yes, what should be the quantum of such relief? 

(iii) Whether such pavment should be made with retrospective effect from 

1st October 1957? 

(iv) From what date, allowance should be allowed? 

(v) What order? 

*9. My findings are as follows: — 

(i) Yes. 


(ii) Rs. 6/- per month per head. 
(Hi) No. 



(iv) From the date of reference i.e. , 7th April 1969. 

(v) As per order. 


Reasons 

Point fro. 1 

10. At the outset, it is necessary to refer to one important letter No. L/GEE- 
E(u)/4733 dated 22nd November, 1968, Ex. 10/W by the Bombay Port Trust to 
the General Secretary, Bombay Port Trust Employees’ Union, Bombay. This 
letter is as follows: — 

“Grievances of Khalasis, in the Shore Unit of B.P.T. Workshops, Work in 
connection with the Lighthouses, Buoys etc. — Reference to 
adjudication. 

With reference to your letter No. PO/KH.WS/573 dated 18th October, 
1968 on the above subject. I am directed to state that the draft terms 
of reference as suggested therein are acceptable to this administration. 
Twelve copies of the joint application are forwarded herewith for 
signature and return. 

As regards para two of your letter, under reference I am directed to state 
that while this Administration will not raise any technical objections 
about the maintainability of the reference to adjudication, the 
Administration will be free to bring to the notice of the Tribunal any 
previous Awards on the subject and other relevant facts pertaining 
to it.” 

11. On going through the above letter, it appears to me that the intention of 
both the parties is that this Tribunal should consider the present demand of the 
employees purely on merit without taking into consideration any technical 
Objection. The employers have assured that they will not raise any technical 
objection. 

12. It is common ground that this reference was made to this Tribunal by 
the Central Government on account of the joint application made to it by both 
the parties while the Wage. Board was functioning. 

13. It is crystal clear from the letter. Ex. 10/W referred to above that the 
draft terms of reference as suggested by the employees were acceptable to the 
Administration and the same terms were mentioned in the joint application made 
to the Government for making reference. Considering the letter at Ex. 10/W 
and the circumstances under which the present reference has been made to this 
Tribunal I am of the view that the technical objections are not to be taken into 
consideration and that this reference has to be considered purely on merit. 

14. The employees covered by the terms of reference are members of the 
Shore Unit of Bombay Port Trust Workshop. Bombay Port Trust workshop is 
the place of their duty. The same is the Headquarters for them. 


15. It is contended by the Union that the work in the sea on the Lighthouses, 
Lightships, Buoys and Beacons far away from the Headquarters is not the 
legitimate duties of the members of Shore Unit, and that it is not part of their 
normal work and duty. This contention cannot be accepted. 


16. Ex. 6/E shows the channel of promotion of the Shore unit covered by this 
reference. Shri S. Seshan, Ex. 7/E is the shipwright Carpenter Shop Foreman. 
He is in the service of the Bombay Port Trust since 1947. He speaks about the 
channel of promotion of Shore Unit. His evidence shows that: — 

(i) Lascar Grade n is promoted as Jolly Boat Tindal on test. 

(ii) Jolly Boat Tindal is promoted as Spliceman on test. 

(iii) Spliceman is promoted as Lighthouse Tindal without test. 

(iv) Lighthous Tindal is promoted as Workshop Tindal without test. 

(v) Workshop Tindal is promoted as Serang. 


17. Ex. 5/E is the extract from Syllabi of Minimum qualifications. Standard 
Trade test for recruitment, promotion and efficiency Bar for Scheduled and non- 
Scheduled employees of the Chief Mechanical Engineer’s Department, Bombay 
Port Trust relating to (1) Lascars 2nd Grade. (2) Spliceman (3) Tindal-Jolly 
Boat. 


18. Shri Seshan, Ex, 7/E speaks about the duties of various categories in 
each Section. His evidence shows: — 

‘“Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals, Splicemen attached to the shore Unit of the 
Bombay Port Trust workshop are working in Shore Lascars’. . Section. 
When the Lascars are recruited they are given certain tests. These 
tests are as follows: — 

(1) Literacy, (2) Swimming, (3) Diving, (4) Rowing of Jolly Boats, (5> 
Throwing of heaving line (6) Knowledge of different types of rope knots. 

If the candidates fail in any one of the above mentioned tests, they will 
not be selected. These workers are supposed to row a Jolly boat 
or an Anchor Boat and also to help the Lighthouse mechanics, who 
go with them. Jolly Boat is not a power vessel. Generally, Jolly 
Boat is towed by another launch or tug. These Lascars sit either in 
a Jolly boat or anchor boat. Jolly boat Tindals and Splicemen also sit 
alongwith laScars in the Jolly Boat. They have nothing to do with the 
launch or tug which pulls the Jolly Boat or anchor boat. These Lascars 
and others are supposed to visit all Light Houses, Light Buoys and 
Light Vessels under instructions from the Lighthouse mechanics. 


“There are 8 Splicemen, 4 Jolly Boat Tindals and about 50 Lascars. If 
there is a Jolly boat, one Jolly Boat Tindal and 4 Lascars would 
sit. If it is an Anchor Boat there will be one Lightship Tindal, One 
Jolly Boat Tindal and one Spliceman and 4 Lascars. These work- 
men go in rotation except in case of Light Ship Tindal. On an 
average about 2-3 times a week each batch is deputed for attending 
duties in the harbour. On an average each batch gets its turn to 
go to the Light House not more than twice a month.” 

19. Ex. 16/E is an extract from the list of duties etc. filed by the Bombay 
Port Trust before the Central Wage Board for Port and Dock Workers relating 
to Lascars Grade II, Chief Mechanical Engineer’s Department, Shore Section at 
Serial No. 26, Page 195. 

20. Duties of Lascars Grade II (previously designated as Deck-hand, Grade 
II, Shore Section) mentioned in column 8 of Ex. 16/E are as follows:— 

“Outdoor: Assisting Splicemen, Cleaning of slipways, oiling of wire ropes 
and rails of slipways, sending out heaving lines etc. rowing small 
boats, assists during slipping and unslipping operations, slipping/ 
unslipping of small boats on the slipway ramp.” 


21 The Union contends that in the statement Ex. 16/E referred to above there 
is no mention of additional duties. This important work could not have been 
ignored if it was legitimate and normal duty of the employees. 


22 It is true that there is no mention about the additional duties in Col. 8 
of the statement Ex. 16/E, but it specifically mentions some duties adding the 
word ‘etc’ The expression ‘etc’ is wide enough to cover the alleged additional 
duties of' the Lascars Grade II. Shri Seshan speaks about the duties of the 
workmen in question. He is an officer of the Bombay Port Trust since 1947. 
He knows what the duties of the employees m question are. 


23 Shri Fernandes, Ex. 17/E is working as Lighthouse Mechanic. He joined 
as a Fitter Boy in the Bombay Port Trust on 1st June. 1933. He is now 1st grade 
Light House Mechanic. Since 1933 he has been going to the Lighthouse. He is 
aware of the duties and responsibilities of the Shore Lascars. Jolly Boat Tindals 
and Splicemen. According to him, the Tindal is a Captain of the boat when 
Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen visit the Lighthouse for repair^ Las- 
cars and Splicemen go to the top of buoys having a height of 13 feet from the level 
of the water. 


24 From Paras. 8 and 9 in Ex. 2/E it appears that the Union admitted before 
Shri Meher in reference No. IT-CG-1 of 1963 that it was one of the several duties 
of Lascars to work in the sea, to row boats and to accompany the Lighthouse 
mechanics with Jolly boats to Light House, buoys and beacons and to assist 
them. 

25. Considering the admission of .the Union given before Shri ^eher referred 
to above and the evidence of Shri Fernandes, it is clear that the employees 
in question are discharging the alleged additional duties in connection with t 
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repairs and maintenance of Lighthouse and Lightships, Buoys and Beacons since 
many j^ears. As they are discharging these duties in addition to the normal duties 
since ffpany years, it cannot be said that the work in the sea on the Light House 
is not their legitimate and part of normal work and duty. 

20. It is contended by the employers that if the work in the sea on the Light- 
houses, Light Ships, Buoys and Beacons far away from the headquarters is the 

legitimate and normal work oi the members of the shore unit, they cannot claim 
any special allowance. 

27. Admi Ltcdly the Bombay Port Trust is giving Caisson allowauco to the 

crew of the Docks Flotilla of the Trustees Port Department, the crew of the 

Alexandra Dock Shore establishment and the workmen of the Merrywether Dry 
Dock and Merrywether Dry Dock Pumping Station for handling caisson, though 
this work is part of their normal duty. In view of this precedence in Bombay 
Port Trust the contention of the Bombay Port Trust for not allowing special 
allowance to the employees in question for the work in connection with the 
repairs and maintenance of Light-Houses, Light Ships, Buoys and Beacons in the 
Harbour on the ground that it is a part of their normal duty cannot be upheld. 

28. The Union’s case is that the work done by the emyloyees in question involves 
higher degree of skill, risk and hazard. 

29. Shrl Fernandes, Ex. 17/E, is a witness examined on behalf of the Bombay 
Port Trust, He is working as Light House Mechanic in the Bombay Port Trust. 
Since 1933 he has been going to Lighthouses, Lightships, Buoys and Beacons In 
connection with his work. His evidence shows: — - 

(i) There is great risk in going to the top of the Buoy for doing work in 

connection with the lantern. 

(ii) At Tucker Beacon these workmen are required to work at top of the 

Beacon. All Lights remain at the top. The height of the Beacon 
may be 90 Ft, 

(ill) These workmen have worked with him (i.e. Fernandes) at the place 6 Ft. 
below the top of Tucker Beacon Lighthouses. 

(iv) These workmen are required to go to Prongs Lighthouse once or twice 

in a year. 

(v) Safety of other employees going to Lighthouse in Jolly boat or Anchor 

boats Is in the hands of Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Spllcemen, 

(vi) The work In the sea is more risky due to roughness of the sea. 

(vii) These workmen are referred to work at sea at 30 different places. 

(viil) The distance between the Floating Light ship and workshop on shore is 

about 17 miles. 

(ix) These -workmen are required to replace the cap of the sun valve at the 

top of Floating Light vessel. The height of the sun valve above 
the sea level is about 50 to 60 ft. In the Bombay Floating vessel 
this height is about 20-30 Ft. above the deck of the ship. 

(x) Floating vessel is not stable. Movement of the vessel mokes the job of 

the Lascars more risky. 

(xi) Lascars, Splicemen and Jolly Boat Tindals are required to carry Gas 

Cylinders in Jolly Boat and Anchor Boat. 

(xii) Bombay Floating light vessel is anchored at one place permanently. 
Buoys are anchored at different places. All the Buoys in the sea 
arc floating. There arc currents in the sea. Due to this, work on 
the Buoys is more risky. 

(xiii) There were some accidents in connection with the work connected with 
Lighthouses, Beacons and Buoys. 


30. As Shri Fernandes goes to Light Houses, Lightships, Beacons, and Buoys 
for work alongwith the employees in question, he is the most competent witness 
to speak about the nature of work done by the employees in question. There 
is no reason to reject his evidence. I am satisfied from his evidence that the 
work done by the employees in question (i.e, Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and 
Splicemen attached to the Bombay Port Trust Workshop) Involves great risk 
and hazard. 
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31. Shri Seshan, Ex. 7/E, Ship Wright Carpenter Shops Foreman, HSJs been 
examined by the Bombay Fort Trust as a witness. His evidence shows that as 
far as he knows there is no uncommon risk to the life of the workmen while 
discharging their duties and that during the last 20 years of his service no Tindal 
Lascar or Spliceman has ever lost his life by drowning white discharging the 
duties connected with Lighthouse, Lightships, Beacons and Buoys at any time. 

32. As Shrl Seshan has not seen the workmen actually working in connection 
with repairs and maintenance of Light Houses, Lightships, Beacons and Buoys, 
his evidence to the ellect that there is no uncommon risk involved In the work 
done by the employees in question cannot he given any weight. 

33- Shrl Seshan, Ex. 7/E, further says that there is risk In discharging the 
duties by the workmen but that risk Is not extra-ordinary and that the risk of 
work on shore is more than that the one on the Jolly Boat. 

34. Shri Seshan at least admits that there is risk in discharging the duties by 
the workmen In question but that risk Is not extra-ordinary. His partial admission 
supports the cme of the Union, that the work done by the employees in question 
involves risk and danger. 

35. As regards hia statement that risk of work on shore Is more than the one 
on the Jolly Boat, 1 am unable to accept the same. The work in the sea involves 
more risk and danger than the one on the shore. 

36. Shrl Seshan, Ex. 7/E, says thart Life Buoys and Life Jackets are not 
provided in the Jolly Boat or Anchor Boat, but they are provided on a Launch 
or a tug which towes the Jolly Boat or Anchor Boat. The distance between the 
rear portion of the Launch or Tug and the front portion of the Anchor Boat or 
Jolly Boat in which the workmen in question are carried, Is about 100 to 160 Ft. 
There Is great risk to their Eves. 

37. Shrl R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port Trust contends 
that he does not mean that there is no risk Involved in sea work, but this risk 
is common to all Lascars in Bombay Port Trust, Jolly Boat TIndals or other 
TIndals and categories comparable to splicemen. He also says that there Is no 
additional risk and hazard undertaken by 64 workmen in question. 

38 . Shri R. K. Shetty, indirectly admits that there is risk involved In the sea 
work. There can be, therefore, no doubt that the work done by the employees 
In question in the sea involves risk and danger. 


39. As regards Shri Shetty’s contention thart. the risk Involved in the sea work 
1 b common to all the employees working in the sea, it cannot be accepted. The 
employers have not examined other categories of workmen working in the sea 
to show that the risk involved in their work and that of the employees in question 
is the same and negligible. The conditions and circumstances under which other 
employees are working in the sea, are not on record. It is not for the employee® 
in question to prove that other workmen working in the sea have to face lea* 
hazard and danger compared to them- What they have to prove is whether their 
work in the sea Involves risk and hazard. In my opinion the evidence on record 
discussed above clearly proves Union’s case that the work done by the employees 
In question In the sea involves risk and hazard. 

40 From the evidence of Shrl Fernandes, Ex. 17 /E, the nature of work done by 
the employees in question Is quite clear. Considering the nature of work done 
by the employees In question, I find that it requires skill. 

41. According to Shri Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port Trust, 
Bombay Port Trust does not require all the 64 workmen at a time for sea work. 
The maximum number of workmen including Tindals and Splicemen is not more 
than 7 in number. Sea work carried out by the workmen In question is casual 
and occasional. Hence the demand of the Union for special pay for this work 
is not justified. 
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T 4 ? ,,? X rr I4,/E ’ i s . a statement showing the visits of workshop Shore Lascar Staff 

£ 38?42SSVl?£te " d d “ r1 " 1 fh ' <*r'od SS 


“Sr. Place of work to be 
No. visited. 


No. of visits 

1966 1967 1968 1969 


Remark 
if any. 


1. Wreck Marking Buoy 3 

2 . Unattended light vessel No. 1 and 2 5 

3. South Butcher Buoy 5 

4. Prongs Reef Buoy 4 

6 . Middle Ground Buoy 5 

8 . North Channel Beacon 4 

7. North Karamja Buoy 4 

8 . Dolphin Light House 7 

9. Tucker Patch Beacon 5 

10 . Sunk Rock Light House 3 

11. South Entrance Buoy 2 

12. Dam Light Buoy 3 

13. Spoil Ground Buoy 1 


14. Oran Beacon Buoy — 

15 . South West Elephenta Buoy — 

16 . INS Vikrant — 

17. New Gas Dredging Buoys 1, 2 & 3 — 

18. Kansa Island — 

19. Butcher Turning Buoy — 

20. Prongs Light House 1 

21. Kennery Light House NIL 

52 


2 — _ 

5 2 2 

3 7 8 

6 7 5 

3 — 5 

6 5 3 

4 4 4 

10 2 — 

5 8 13 

2 4 3 

7 6 2 

71 4 4 

7 3 2 

2 — — 

3 3 4 

2 3 2 

— 15 9 

— 4 2 

— — 1 

3 3 2 

NIL NIL NIL 

77 80 71”. 


43. It is clear from the Ex. 14/E, referred to above, that the employees in 
question have to visit Lighthouses, Light Buoys, Beacons and Lightships occasion- 
ally. These occasional visits varied from 52 to 80 times during the years 1966 
to 1969. 

44. There are two awards on record. One is In reference No. CGIT-43 of 1965 
and the other is in reference No. CGIT-2/29 of 1968. It appears from these two 
awards that Caisson allowance is given to all the employees concerned though the 
Caisson work has to be done by a few Lascars at a time and has to be done 
occasionally only. If the Caisson Allowance per month l s given to all employees 
concerned for occasional work by a few of them only, why should not the emplo- 
yees concerned get the special pay per month for the work done In connection 
with repairs and maintenance of Light Houses, Lightships, Buoys and Beacons 
in the Harbour, though few of them only at a time have to do this work occasion- 
ally. In view of the preventing practice regarding Caisson Allowance, referred 
to above, in the Bombay Port Trust, Shrl R. K. Shetty’s contention for not 
allowing special pay or special allowance to all the employees In question for 
casual and occasional performance of duties by few of them cannot be accepted. 

45. According to Shrl R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port 
Trust, Jeejeebhoy Committee considered the duties and responsibilities of Lascars, 
Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen and prescribed appropriate scales. It .was open to 
Jeejeebhoy Committee to give higher scales of pay to these categories but he ala 
not do so. Therefore, the claim of the Union for special pay be rejected. 

40. It appears from para. 6 of the Jeejeebhoy Committee report that the Com- 
mittee was to examine the duties and responsibilities of the various Posts . 
them Into one or other of the scales of pay given In the attached Scneaiue, 
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the light of the scales of pay of posts with comparable duties and responsibilities 
in other departments of Government. The dispute regarding special allowance 
for this work in connection with the repairs and maintenance of Lighthouses, 
Light Ships, Buoys and Beacons in the Harbour was not specific any before 
Jeejeebhoy Committee. Hence the Union’s demand for special pay cannot be 
disallowed on this ground. 

47. According to Shri R. K Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port 
Trust, Shri Meher has already considered the work of Lascars, to row Jolly Boats 
and to go to Lighthouses, Buoys and Beacons and to assist Lighthouse mechanics 
and granted Rs. 2/- as special allowance for all the Lascars who had completed 
six months service. As the dispute involved in this reference is already considered 
by Shri Meher, this reference is liable to be rejected. 

48. Points Involved in the three references before Shri Meher were as follows: — 
“(a) Whether there are anomalies, in regard to any of the pay scales 

recommended by the tripartite Committee set up by the Resolution 
of the Central Government in the Ministry of Transport and Communi- 
cations Department of Transport No- 23-PLA(91)/58 dated the 23rd 
August, 1938 published in Part I of the Gazette of India Extra-ordinary 
of the 25th August, 1958, in respect of the categories of posts listed 
In the annexure; 

(b) If so, what modifications, if any, should be made in the scales of pay 
recommended by the said Committee for the posts listed In the anne- 
xure, halving regard to the directions contained in paragraph 2 of the 
said Resolution.” 

49. The dispute regarding special allowance claimed in the present reference 
was not specifically referred to Jeejeebhoy Committee. Hence this dispute could 
not legally be also before Shri Meher. The dispute before Shri Meher was in 
respect of anomalies in the pay scales of the various categories of employees 
mentioned in the order of reference to him. Hence it appears to me that the 
Union’s demand for special pay for the work in connection with the repairs and 
maintenance of Lighthouses, Lightships, Buoys and Beacons in the Harbour cannot 
be rejected, simply because Shri Meher has granted Rs, 2/- as special allowance 
to all Lascars for miscellaneous work. 

50. Ex. 4/E is a statement showing the total emoluments of the categories of 
workmen mentioned below of the Chief Mechanical Engineer’s Department during 
the period from 1959 to 1909: 


Category 


Pursuant to the recommendations of S.P.C. Scale of pay as 
per revision z rids T.R.N0.416 of 8-5-62 with effect from 
1-7-1959, D.A. and other allowances '» 


Interim Relief 
Rs. 7 ■ 80 from 
1-2-65 1 


Scale 


D.A. Other Allowances. Total Wages Total Wages 


On On On On On On On On 

Min, Max. Min Max. Min. Max. Min. Max. 


I 2 34567 89 10 


Lascar 70 — 1 — 80— xo-o io-oo 19-50 26-50 101-50 131-50 119-50 X49‘50 

KB — 1 — 85 
(to start on 
72 - p.m.) 

Jolly Boat Tindal 85 — 2 — 95 — io-oo io-oo 23-50 31-00 118-50 151-00 136-50 183-00 

3—1x0 


Spllcemen. 100 — -3 — 130 io- 00 io- 00 30-00 32-50 140-00 172-00 158-00 20.1-50 
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Interim 
R s. it -4 

Relief 

tfrom 

-65 

D-A. it other 
allowances at 

present 

Present total 
wages 

On implementation of 
Wage Board Pay including 
D.A. & other allowances 

Remarks 

Total wages 










On 

Min. 

On 

Max. 

Oil 

Min, 

On 

Max. 

On 

Min, 

On 

Max. 

On Mini. 

On Max. 


II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

I 55'30 

I'to^O 

M 

O 

N 

O 

109-3 

179-30 

204-30 

220 ‘ 30 

268-- 52 


167 '30 

222' 80 

106-30 

140-80 

19x30 

250-80 

226-51 

297-00 


1 88- 80 

244-30 

112-80 

142-30 

212- 80 

272-30 

257-18 

328 • 50 



Notes, — (i) Creation of 8 posts of Spliceman vide T. R. 920 of 29 October, 
1963 with retrospective effect from 1st October, 1957 in the scale of pay or 
Rs. 50—2—60—5/2—75. 


(ii) Special Allowance Rs. 2/- p.m. to Lascars T. R. No. 114 of 1964 Retros- 
pective effect from 1st October, 1957. 

(ill) Average O. T. 32 hours per month— 



Amount 

Q 

O 


Min. 

Max- 

Lascatr Ilnd Grade 

47.81 

54.48 

J. B. T. 

51.00 

66. BS 

Spliceman 

66.88 

72.01 


(iv) The recommendations of the Wage Board would be implemented with 
retrospective effect from 1st January, 1969.” 

51. Relying on this statement Shrl R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the 
Bombay Port Trust contends thaft In as much as pay scales of the employees in 
question have been revised from time to time and in as much as they are getting 
good wages now, their demand for special pay be not accepted. 

52. The pay scales have been revised from time to time of the employees In 
question alongwith other employees on account of rise in cost of living. This 
rise has nothing to do with the present demand of the employees in question for 
getting special pay for doing the work in connection with repairs and maintenance 
of Lighthouses, Lightships, Beacons and Buoys in the Harbour on the ground that 
this work involves skill, risk and hazard. 

53- According to Shri R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port 
Trust, upward revision has been given as a result of Implementation of the recom- 
mendations of the Second Pay Commission extended to the employees in question. 
The Union has accepted the same, This acceptance amounts to admission that the 
duties of these Lascars are the same as those of other Lascars of the Bombay Port 
Trust either working in the sea cr on the Shore, 

54. On account of the implementation of the recommendations of the Second 
Pay Commission, the Bombay Port Trust authorities revised the pay scales of the 
employees In question and other employees in ordinary routine and the Union 
accepted the upward revision. The Union’s acceptance of the upward revision 
of pay of the employees In quostlon does not amount to Its admission that the 
duties of these Lascars are the same as those of other Lascars working either In 
the sea or on the Shore. The contention raised by Shri Shetty, in this respect 
does net appear to be sound and logical. It deserves to be rejected. 

55. According to Shri Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port Trust 
the Wage Board has further revised their scales of pay with effect from 1st 
December. 1969 and given each of those Lascars about Rs. 40/- to Rs. 45/- per 
month, They have been also given two Interim reliefs viz ■ (i) Rs. 7.80 with effect 
from 1st December, 1965 and (11) Rs- 4.00 with effect from 1st August, 19fio by 
the Wage Board. As the Bombay Port Trust Employees Union has not demanded 
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higher scale of pay or a special pay or a special allowance for the Workshop Shore 
Lascars for their sea work, it should be deemed to have admitted that the degree 
of skill, hazard and risk in the discharge of their duties are the same US those of 
other Lascars in the Bombay Port Trust. 

56. It Is Interes ting to note thart the joint application for making the present 
reference to this Tribunal for adjudication of the present demand was made to 
the Central Government by the Bombay Port Trust and the Bombay Port Trust 
Employees' Union, during the pendency of the Wage Board proceedings. It, cannot 
be, therefore, said that the Bombay Port Trust employees Union had admitted 
that the degree of skill, hazard and risk in discharge of the duties of the employees 
in question are the same as those of other Lascars in the Bombay Port Trust, I 
am, therefore, unable to accept the contention raised by Shri R. K. Shetty in this 
respect. 

57. Shri R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port Trust contends 
that in as much as during the last 10 years, no dispute was raised, the Union 
should be deemed to have accepted that the degree of skill, hazard and respon- 
sibility involved In sea work of the employees in question is the same as those 
of other Lascars in the Bombay Port Trust. This contention cannot be accepted. 
The employees have been demanding special pay for their seal work in connection 
with repairs and maintenance of Lighthouses, Lightships, BuoyB and Beacons In 
the harbour since long. 

58- According to Shri R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port 
Trust, If the demand In question is conceded it would create more dispute and 
disturb industrial peace- There are thousands of workmen working in the sea. 
They would also raise similar disputes for risk allowance, for work In the sea. 
This would defeat the object of the Industrial Disputes Act, which Is industrial 
peace. 


59 The apprehension entertained by Shri Shetty, Dv. Legal Adviser for the 
Bombay Port Trust appears to be imaginary and without any basis. I do not 
think that other employees of the Bombay Port Trust working in the sea would 
also demand risk allowance and industrial peace would be disturbed, if special 
allowance Is allowed to the employees in question on the grounds mentioned by 
them. If the demand is justified, the Tribunal has to allow It. It cannot reject 
It on the ground of imaginary and baseless apprehensions, entertained by the 
employers. The contention raised by Shri Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the 
Bombay Port Trust in this respect, therefore, fails. 

60. The Union contends that if Rs. 2/- per day are paid to the workmen of 
Bombay Port Trust Workshop for working on Pilot Vessel ‘VENU’, which is few 
miles away from shore, there Is every justification for payment of special pay as 
claimed by the Union in the written statement, because the distance vjere the 
employees In question are required to work is 17 miles away from the Shore 
(vide Ex. 11/W, regarding provision of lunch and tea to workshop staff sent to 
work on Pilot Vessel ‘VENU 1 while on Station). 

61. Shri R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port Trust contends 
that without prejudice to his various objections for the grant of special pay to 
the employees in question, a tiffin allowance of Re. 1/- per day for each workman 
may be considered, provided these workmen are engaged in sea work for more 
than 4 hours at a time. 


62 Pilot Vessel 'VENU 1 i H at a distance of 5 miles from the Shore. All com- 
forts are provided on ‘VENU’ Vessel. On the other hand no comforts are provided 
on Jolly Boats and Anchor Boats. They are small. The employees in question 
have to go to Lighthouses. Lightships, Buoys, Beacons in them in rough sea also. 
The work in connection with repairs and maintenance of Lighthouses, Lightships, 
Beacons and Buoys involves risk and hazard. There is no such risk Inwor ng 
on ‘VENU’. Hence mere offer of tiffin allowance of Re 1/- to the employees in 
question for their sea work, made by Shri Shetty would not be sufficient. If the 
employees sent to work on Pilot Vessel ‘VENU 1 are given Rs. 2/- per day as lunch 
and tiffin allowance, it is not understood as to why special pay or special ahowmce 
should not be given to the employees in question for their sea work involving 
skill, risk and hazard. There la no justification to refuse the same to them. 



63. Shri R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port Trust, contends 
that in the fixation of wage differentials, the following factors should be taken 
into account: — 

(1) the degree of skill, 

(2) the strain of work, 

(3) the experience involved, 

(4) the training required, 

(5) the responsibility undertaken, 

(6) the mental and physical requirements, 

(7) the disagreeableness of the task, 

(8) the hazard attendant on the work, and 

(9) the fatigue involved. 

64. There can be no doubt that the above mentioned factors should be taken 
into consideration in the fixation of wage differentials. In considering the question 
of special pay or special allowance, these factors have to be taken into 
consideration- 

65. In the present case, the witness Shri Fernandes (Ex. 17/E) examined on 
behalf of the Bombay Port Trust supports the case of the Union. His evidence 
referred in details in para. 29 of this judgment clearly proves that the work of 
the employees in question involves great risk and hazard. From the nature of 
work, done by the employees in question, it is clear that it involves skill, risk 
and hazard. 


66. While considering the question of allowing special allowance or special pay 
for the sea work, involving skill, hazard and risk, it is not necessary that all 
9m factors referred to in para. 63 should be necessary. If some of the factors 
are there, and if they are sufficient, special allowance can be allowed. In my 
opinion skill, risk and hazard involved in sea work of the employees in question, 
are sufficient for allowing special allowance in the present case. 

67- Shri R. K. Shetty, Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Port Trust has brought 
to my notice paras. 5.220 and 5.288 of the Desai Award in the Bank Disputes. 

68. Para. 5.288 of the Desai Award in the Bank Disputes is as follows:— 

“5.288: It has been urged on behalf of the banks that these special allow- 
ances should be paid to the employees only when they are required 
to perform and when they in fact perform special duties for the 
performance whereof these allowances are prescribed and that the 
special allowances should cease to be payable when the employees 
cease to perform the special duties for any reason. It is further urged 
that special allowances are payable when a person is employed whole- 
time to do specified jobs attracting such allowances. It is also urged 
that such allowance should not become payable when a person is 
casually or occasionally asked to do some duty of the type attracting 
a special allowance. The special allowances which have been awarded 
are monthly special allowances. They are intended to compensate 
a workman for the performance of certain duties and the discharge 
of certain functions which constitute the normal part of the duties 
performed and the functions discharged by such person. They are 
not intended to be paid for casual or occasional performance of such 
duties or the casual or occasional dischan-ge of such functions. It is 
however not necessary that the person should continue to perform 
such duties or discharge such functions whole-time. For instance 
a person who is doing supervisory work need not do the work of 
supervision all the time in order to be entitled to an allowance. 


69. It is clear from para. 5.288 of Desai Award referred to above that it is 
however not necessary that the person should continue to perform such duties 
or discharge such functions whole time. For instance a person who is doing 
supervisory work need not do the work of supervision all the time in order to be 
entitled to an allowance. Considering this view and having regard to the nature 
of sea work in connection with the repairs and maintenance of Lighthouses, 
Lightships. Buoys and Beacons in the Harbour, done by the employees in question. 
I am of the view that they cannot be denied special allowance or special pay on 
the ground that it is casual or occasional. 
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70. The Union contends that the lives of other employees like Lighthouse 
Mechanics. Maxdoors, who accompany the workmen in question is In the hands 
of the workmen. On account of this, the duties of the employees in qirarflon are 
very responsible and important. 

71. Shri Fernandes, Ex. 17 /E, admits in his cross-examiuation that sufety of 
other employees going to Lighthouses in Jolly Boat or Anchor Boat is in the hands 
of Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and SpUcemen. This admission supports the Union’s 
case that the duties of the employees in question are very important. 

72. The work of maintenance and repairs of the Lighthouses, Lightships, Buoys 
and Beacons in the Harbour, is very important. Lighthouses, Lightships, Buoys 
and Beacons are very important from the safety points of view ot the vessels. If 
the Lighthouses do not function, safety of the vessels would be in danger. 
Naturally the employees in question will have to go for this work at any time as 
and when it is necessary to do so. They will have to attend this work though 
the sea may not be normal. There can be no doubt that sea work of the employees 
in question is very important and that It involves skill, hazard and risk- 

73. In short, considering the arguments advanced by Shri R. K. Shetty, 
Dy. Legal Adviser for the Bombay Fort Trust and the evidence of two witnesses 
namely Shri Seshan and Fernandes, examined by the Bombay Port Trust and the 
documents produced by the Bombay Port Trust and the arguments advanced by 
Shri S. K. Shetty, General Secretary of the Bombay Port Trust Employees’ Union, 
Bombay and the documents produced by the Union, I am of the view that the 
Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Spllcemen attached to the Shore Unit of the 
Bombay Port Trust Workshop are justified in claiming monetary relief i.e. special 
pay for the work in connection with the repairs and maintenance of Lighthouses. 
Lightships, Buoys and Beacons In the Harbour on the ground that this work Is 
very important and involves skill, hazard nnd risk. Hence my finding on point 
No. 1 Is iri the affirmative. 

Point No. ii. 

74. Shri S. K. Shetye, General Secretary of the Bombay Port Trust Employees’ 
Union, Bombay, contends that the employees In question be paid special pay at 
the rate of at least Rs. 15 per month per head for doing the Important work in 
connection with the repairs and maintenance of Lighthoues, Lightships, Buoys and 
Beacons in the Harbour. 

75. It appears from the two awards on record that Caisson allowance has been 
allowed to the employees of the Bombay Port Trust for doing Caisson work at 
the rate of Rs. 6 per month per head. Taking this fact into consideration, I am 
of the view that the amount of special pay claimed by Shri Shetye at the rate of 
Rs. 15 per month per head for the employees In question, appears to be exces- 
sive. 

76. Considering the nature of work done by the employees in question and the 
Caisson work done by other employees, I am of the view that special pay or 
special allowance should be paid to the employees in question for their sea work 
In connection with repairs and maintenance of Lighthouses, Lightships, Beacons 
and Buoys in the Harbour at the rate of Rs. 6 per month per head inclusive of 
the allowance of Rs. 2 which some of the Lascars are getting as per the Award 
of Shri Meher, in reference Nos. 1 of 1963, 3 of 1963 and 1 of 1964. It virtually 
means that the Lascars who are getting Rs. 2 as special pay or allowance per 
month as per the Award of Shri Meher, will cease to get this allowance from the 
date they will start getting the special allowance for the sea work. I, therefore, 
hold that the special allowance or special pay be allowed to the employees in 
question at the rate of Rs. 6 per month per bead. Hence my finding on Point 
No. ii is as above. 

Point Nos, Hi and ir. 

77. Shri S. K. Shetye, General Secretary of the Union contends that the special 
pay be given to the workmen with retrospective effect from 1st October, 1957 i.e., 
the date of the implementation of Classification and Categorisation Commitees’s 

Report. 

78. The employees in question have not produced any convincing documentary 
or oral evidence to shew that they were demanding the special allowance or 
special pay from a particular date prior to 1st October, 1957. It however. 
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appears Trora the Assistant Secretary, Bombay Port Trust’s letter addressed to 
the General Secretary, B.P.T. Employees’ Union, Bombay, dated 22nd November, 
1968; 'produced at Ex. 10 W that this Union had written a letter to the Bombay 
Port Trust suggesting the oratt terms of reference on 18th October, 1968. It 
appears to me that this dispute must have been raised in 1008 or there about. I, 
therefore, see no justification for allowing special pay or allowance for the em- 
ployees with retrospective effect from 1st October, 1957. 

79. In my opinion, ends of justice will meet if the special pay or allowance 
is allowed to the employees in question at the rate of Rs. 6 per month per head 
with effect from the date of reference i.e., 7th April, 1969. Hence my findings on 
Point Nos. iii and iv are as above. 


Point No. v: 

80. In the end 1 pass the following order: — 

Order 

i. It is hereby declared that the Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen 
attached to the Shore Unit of the Bombay Port Trust Workshop are 
justified In claiming monetary relief (i.e., Special pay of special 
allowance) for the work in connection with the repairs and mainte- 
nance of Lighthouses, Lightships, Buoys and Beacons in the Harbour, 
at the rate of Rs. 6 oer month per head with effect from 7th April, 
1969, inclusive of the special allowance or miscellaneous allowance 
of Rs. 2 per month allowed by Shrl Meher to some of the Lascars as 
per Award in reference Nos. 1 of 1963, 3 of 1963 and 1 of 1984. 

li. The Bombay Port Trust is directed to pay Rs. 6 per month to each of the 
employees I.e., Laacars, Jolly Boat Tindals and Splicemen of the 
Shore Unit of the Bombay Port Trust Workshop, for their work in 
connection with repairs and maintenance of Lighthouses, Lightships, 
Buoys and Beacons in the Harbour with effect from 7th April, 1909. 
If any of the employee In question (Lascars, Jolly Boat Tindals, and 
Splicemen of the Shore Unit of the Bombay Port Trust Workshop) 
Is getting Rs. 2 per month as special pay or miscellaneous allowance 
as per the Award of Shrl Meher, he will cease to get the same from 
the date i.e., 7th April. 1969. 

111). Award is made accordingly. 

iv. No order as to costs, 

(Sd.) N. K. Vani, 
Presiding Officer, 

Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal No. 2, 
Bombay. 

6-3-1970. 

[No. 28/5/69-LWI.III/P&D.] 


New Delhi, the 30 th May 1970 

S O. 2114. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Messrs Eastern Shipping Services, Calcutta 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on the 20th 
May. 1970. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA. 


Reference No. 2 of 1970 


Present: 

Employers in relation to the management of M/s. Eastern Shipping Services, 
Calcutta, 


And 


Their workmen. 

Present: 

Mr B, N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer. 
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Appearances: 

Shri N. C, Ghosh, Partner along with Shri Nazir Ahmed Khan, Manager. — 

On behalf of Management — Sri P. Sen, General Secretary, Dock Mazdoor "Tjnion 
(Retired on permission ) — On behalf of Workmen. 

State : West Bengal, Industry: Port and Dock. 


AWARD 

By Order No. 28/81/69-Fac. II, dated January, 1970, the Government of India. 
In the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department or 
Labour and Employment), referred the following industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Messrs Eastern Shipping Services, 
Calcutta', and their workmen, to this Tribunal, for adjudication, namely: 

“Whether the dismissal of Shri Nasiruddin Khan, Watchman by the 
management of Messrs Eastern Shipping Services, Calcutta, with 
effect from 2nd August, 1969 was justified ? 

If not, to what relief is the workman entitled ?’’ 

2. The workman did not file any written statement, nor did he take any 
interest in the proceedings at all. On the date fixed for peremptory hearing, 
Mr. P. Sen, General Secretary, Dock Mazdoor Union, appeared on behalf of the 
workman and filed a petition therein stating as follows: 

"That I being unable to trace the workman, am not in a position to defend 
the suit. And thus pray for an ex-parte award.” 

He verabally submitted that he had searched for the workman but could not trace 
him. In these circumstances, he said, he was unable to file any written statement 
and was not in a position to conduct the case on behalf of the workman* I 
allowed him to retire from the case. 


3. The management filed a written statement. The short case against the 
workman may be summarised in the following language. The workman was 
employed under the Eastern Shipping Service and there was a Dock permit, 
bearing No. 66088, Issued in his favour. He was caught red-handed with two 
bottles of lime juice In his possession, at No. 4 Calcutta Port Commissioners 
Gate, during the early hours of July 23, 1069 when M. V. Biswa Suman sailed. 
He was arrested and a case “under Section 52/111/PBL was instituted against 
him. Thereupon, he was suspended from service by his employers and was 
called upon to surrender his Dock permit immediately. He was also called upon 
to submit his explanation within 4 days of receipts of the chargesheet (vide Ex. 
2). The workman wrote back to the management in the following language 
(vide Ex. 3): 

“Ref: Your letter of dated 29th July, 1989 Charge sheet and order of 
suspension. 

With ref to above I have the honour to draw your kind attention to the 
following few lines for your sympathetic consideration and favourable 
order. 

That after completing duty on M. V. Visha Suman I was offered Lime juice 
from the above ship as symbol of satisfaction and while we were 
passing the gate No. 4 C.t>.C. at early hours of 23rd July 1969 
there was altercation with the Police on duty, who instituted said 
petty case against me only to harass me, at the court I was fined and 
released being a petty case. 

That I am a very poor man and a family depends upon me in this crisis day. 

Under the circumstances. I pray to kindly consider my case cordially as 
I had no fault at all and kindly allow me to perform my duty as 
usual and for which act of your kindness I shall remain ever 
grateful to you,’’ 

It appears from Ex. 5 a letter addressed by the Assistant Superintendent of 
Permit, Calcutta Port Commissioners to Eastern Shipping Service that on the 
verv day of his arrest the workman was convicted to pay of fine of Rs. 30/- to 
default 1G days rigorous imprisonment. He was also permanently blacklisted 
to the records of the Port Commissioners. Thereupon, the employers wrote the 
following letter to the workman (vide Ex. 4): 

“It transpires that you had been found guilty under a criminal charge and 
fined Rs. 30/- (thirty). You also admit your said guilt in your above 

■petition. 
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Your immediate dismissal is, therefore, warranted under the Rules. As 
such, your services are dispensed with. 

Please surender your Dock Permit No. 66088 atonce which you should have 
done on receipt of this office Chargesheet-cum-Order of Suspension 
dated 29th July, 1963. Failure to do so would amount to criminality 
on your part, which please note." 

I am not concerned with the Exhibit, relating to issue of a new Dock permit to 
the workman which were filed in this ease. 


3. Here is a case where a workman was dismissed by his employer, on 
conviction ,by a Court of law, for an offence involving moral terpitude, 
indepepdent of and unconnected with his duty. Nazir Ahmed Khan, the Manager, 
who was examined by the management, frankly admitted that the two bottles 
of lime juice, which were recovered from the possession of the workman, did 
not belong to the Eastern Shipping Service. Now, several questions come up for 
my consideration. The first question is, in the circumstances such as appear in 
the present reference, could there be a departmental enquiry started when the 
criminality of the workman was sub-Judice before a criminal court. This question 
may be very shortly answered. The decision of a Criminal Court does not 
operate as res judicata, on the question of dismissal of a workman for misconduct 
The conduct of a workman may not amount to an offence under the Indian Penal 
Code or under any other Penal provision of law but may amount to misconduct 
sufficiently deserving disciplinary action. Therefore, I do not find that the 
employers were in any way blameworthlv in starting the disciplinary action 
simultaneously with the starting of the criminal case. The next question for 
my consideration is whether the disciplinary action was properly Initiated. Ex. 
2 , which is said to be the chargesheet, is somewhat strangely worded. I set out 
hereinbelow the relevant portion from that document: 

“It is reported and confirmed that you were caught red-handed with two 
bottles of lime Juice in your possession at No. 4 C.P.C. Gate during 
the early hours of 23rd July, 1909 when MY “VISHVA SUMAN” 
sailed. You were subsequently arrested and a case U/s. 52/111 
P.B.L. has been instituted against you vide S.P.P.S. Case No. 981 
dated 23rd July, 1969, 

You are. therefore, placed under suspension with immediate effect 

Please submit your written explanation in this regard within 4 days 
after receipt of this letter.” (Underlined by me for emphasis). 

In spite of the strangeness of the language, the workman understood that he was 
being charged with the misconduct of being in illegal possession of two bottles 
of lime juice and submitted his explanation which I have quoted hereinbefore. 
I do not, therefore, hold that there was such an inherent defect in the initiation 
of the disciplinary action as would condemn the disciplinary acion taken against 
the workman without more. The remaining question for my consideration Is 
whether the penal action of dismissal could be taken against the workman without 
an enquiry, which admittedly was not held in the instant case. The judgment 
of the criminal court is not before me. I do not know what the findings were 
against the workman. The workman has his own version as to how he came to 
possess the two bottles of lime juice. A criminal court, nevertheless, convicted 
him for illegal possession or removal of two bottles of lime Juice. Ex. 3 contains 
enough confession by the workman of his culpability and this renders a formed 
enquiry superfluous. The workman has been black-listed bv the Port Commis- 
sioners and may no longer be employed by the management inside the Port. The 
workman does not appear before me to show any justification of his conduct. In 
the circumstances of the case I am unable to find any Inherent lacuna in the 
dismissal of the workman. 

5. I therefore hold that the dismissal of Sri Nasiruddin Khan, Watchman by 
the management of Messrs Eastern Shipping Services. Calcutta, with effect from 
August 2, 1969, was justified and the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

This is my award. 


(Sd.) B. N. Banerjm, 

Dated. Mav 16, 1970. Presiding Officer. 

[No. 28/81/09- Fac.il/PirD.] 
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S.O. 2U5. — In pursuance ol section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, .1947 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award 
of the Industrial Trlb unal, Calcutta In the industrial dispute between the em- 
ployers in relation to the Master Stevedores' Association and Calcutta Steve- 
dores’ Association, Calcutta, and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on the 26th May, 1870. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 

Reference No. 104 or 1969 


Parties : 

Employers in relation to the (1) Master Stevedores’ Association, and (ii) Calcutta 
Stevedores’ Association, Calcutta, 

And 

Their Workmen 


Present : 

Mr. B N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer- 
Appearances : 

On behalf of Employers — Sri S. S. Aiyar, Secretary. 

On behalf of workmen — Sri Janaki Mukherjee. General Secretary and Sri 
M. Ghosh, Secretary of National Union of Waterfront Workers. 

Sri W. A. Azad, Joint Secretary, Calcutta, Dock Workers Union. 

State: West Bengal. Industry: Dock. 


AWARD 

By Order No. 28/67/68dLR. Ill, dated June 6, 1969, the Government of India, 
In the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour 
and Employment), referred the following industrial dispute between the employers 
In relation to the (i) Master Stevedores’ Association and (ii) Calcutta Stevedores’ 
Association, and their workmen represented by the National Union of Waterfront 
Workers and the Calcutta Dock Workers Union to this Tribunal, for adjudication, 
namely: — 

“(1) Whether the demand of the unions for uniform rates of wages including 
interim recommendations of the Central Wage Board for Port and Dock 
Workers, In respect of the following categories of workmen is justified? 

If so, to what rate of minimum wages they are entitled and from what date? 

(1) Cleaning Gang Workers; 

(ii) Markmen; 

(iii) Carpenters; and 

(lv) Riggers; 

(v) Gunnymen; and 

(vi) Gearmen; 

(2) Whether Riggers, Cleaning Gang Workers, Markmen and Carpenters. 

Gunnymen and Gearmen are entitled to bonus under the Payment of 
Bonus Act, 

and If so, from what date and at what rates?” 

2. The workers’ unions filed their respective written statement. So also did the 
Calcutta Masters Stevedores’ Association. It was reported to me that the two em- 
ployers’ associations are now merged into one association known as the Calcutta 
Master Stevedores’ Association. 

3. The case came up for peremptory hearing before this Tribunal on April 17, 
1970. On that date item No. 1 in the Schedule to the order of Reference was ami- 
cably settler! between the parties and in token of the settlement a petition of settle- 
ment was filed before the Tribunal praying for an award in terms of the settlement. 

I recorded the settlement and made an award, i n respect of that item, in terms 
of the settlement on that day. The petition of settlement is made Annexure “A” 
to this award. The case was thereupon adjourned to May 18, 1970. 

4. I am glad to state that the second Item of the order of Reference has also been 
settled this day and a joint petition of settlement recording the terms therein have 
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been put in before this Tribunal praying for an award in terms of the settlement. 
I record the terms of settlement and make an award also In terms thereof. Let 
tile '^second petition of settlement be marked Annexure “B" to this award. 

(Sd.) B. N. BanerjeS:, 

Dated, May 18, 1970. Presiding Officer. 


Annexure “A" 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 
Before the Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial dispute between the Employers in relation to Calcutta 
Master Stevedores Association. 

(Hereinafter referred to Association) 

And 

Their Workmen Represented by 

1. National Union of Waterfront Workers and 

2. Calcutta Dock Worker’s Union 


IAnd 

In the matter of Government of India, Department of Labour and Employment order 
under reference No, SO 2316. 28/67/68 LR III, dated New Delhi the 4th June 

1969. 

Joint petition of the parties most respectfully sheweth. 

1. That the Government of India has referred the following disputes to the 
Learned Tribunal for adjudication. 

(1) Whether the demand of the Unions for uniform rates of wages including 
interim recommendations of the Central Wage Board for Port and Dock Workers 
in respect of the following categories of workmen is justified. 

If so to what rate of minimum wages they are entitled and from what date: 

(i) Cleaning Gang Workers. 

(li) Markmen. 

(iii) Carpenters. 

(iv) Riggers. 

(v) Gunnymen and 

(vi) Gearmen. 

(2) Whether Riggers, Cleaning gang workers, markmen, Carpenters and Gunny- 
men and Gearmen are entitled to bonus under the payment of Bonus Act and if 
so from what date and at what rates? 

2. That the Association and the Unions have arrived at a settlement on the 10th 
August 1969 as per copy attached hereto, on the issue of uniform rates of wages 
including all allowances for the workers mentioned in item No. 1 and the terms of 
reference to the Learned Tribunal. 

3. That it is agreed that by virtue of this agreement about issue No. 1 regarding 
uniform rates of wages for workers belonging to the categories referred to in item 
No. 1 of the terms of reference before the Learned Tribunal-— Vide Reference No. 
S.O. 2316-28/67/68 LR III, New Delhi dated the 4th June 1969 of the Government 
of India Department of Labour and Employment is mutually settled out of the Court 
and that the parties shall file a Joint petition to the Tribunal for accepting the 
settlement at its award over the issue of uniform rates of wages which include all 
allowance. It is further agreed that the Issue number 2 with regard to Entitlement 
and payment of Bonus under Ihe Bonus Act, employers have agreed to make an 
ad hoc payment as per agreement enclosed and the Employers have agreed to 
accept the ad hoc payment subject to adjustment against their demand, determi- 
nation of the reasonable percentage thereto shall be left to the Honourable Tribunal. 

4. That issue No. 1 has been settled out of Court and issue No. 2 relating to the 
determination of reasonable percentage of bonus only remains pending for adjudica- 
tion by this Learned Tribunal. 
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In the circumstances, it is prayed that the Learned Tribunal may be pleased t& 
accept that settlement as its award over issue No, 1 and issue No. 2 may he 
adjudicated only relating to the determination of reasonable percentage of b Mitts 
and for this act of kindness your petitioners as in duly bound shall ever pray. 

For Workers Represented by their Unions. 

For Calcutta Master Stevedores Association. 

authorised representatives. 

Sd/- S. S. Aiyar. 


Sd/- Wahid Ali Azad. 

Calcutta Dock Workers Union. 

Sd/- Janaki Mukhkhjkk, 

National Union of Waterfront Workers. 


Witness. 


Memorandum of Settlement between the Employers in relation to Calcutta Master 
Stevedores Association represented by their Association and their Casual 
Workers belonging to the categories of (i) Cleaning gang (il) Markmen 
(lii) Carpenters (lv) Gunnymen and (v) Gearmen represented by their Unions, 
(1) Calcutta Dock Workers Union and (2) National Union of Waterfront 
Workers. 


Employers related to Calcutta 
Master Stevedores Association 
Represented by: 

(Sd) S. S- Aiyar. 


Workers Represented by their Unions: 

(Sd) W. A. Azad. 

Calcutta Dock Workers Union. 

(Sd ) J.Mukhkhjik, 

National Union of Waterfront Workers. 


Short recital of the Case 

Tile Membera of the Calcutta Master Stevedores Association represented by 
their Association, Calcutta Master Stevedores Association, and their Casual 
Workers belonging to the Categories of (i) Cleaning Gang. (ii) Markmen. (iii) 
Carpenters, (iv) Gunnymen. (v) Gearhandllngmen represented by their respective 
Unions, Calcutta Dock Workers Union and National Union cf Waterfront Workers 
have jointly applied to the Central Government for reference of an Industrial dis- 
pute that exists between them to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal In 
respect of the matters set forth In the said application reproduced below: 

(1) Whether the demand of the Unions for uniform rates of wages Including 
interim recommendations of the Central Wage Board for Port and Dock Workers, 
in respect of the following categories of workmen is Justified? 

If so, to what rate of minimum wages they are entitled and from what date? 

(1) Cleaning Gang Workers; 

(il) Markmen; 

(111) Carpenters; 

(Iv) Riggers; 

(v) Gunnymen; and 

(vi) Gearmen; 


(2) Whether Riggers, Cleaning Gang Workers, Markmen and Carpenters, Gunny- 
men and Gearmen are entitled to bonus under the Payment of Bonus Act, and If 
so, from Wharf date and at what rates? 


The Government of India, Department of Labour and Employment, vide its 
order SO 2310 No. 28/87/08-LR in, New Delhi, dated 4th June 1969 had referred 
the issues to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal (Calcutta), for 
adjudication. 
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Meanwhile, several bi-partlte meetings have been held and finally In a meeting 
heldfat the premises of the Bengal National Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
(F-ll, Mission Row Extension, Calcutta-1) on Saturday the 16th August 1908, 
and the following agreement has been arrived at: 

It is agreed that by virtue of this agreement issue No. 1 regarding uniform 

rates of wages for the following categories of workers I.e. (1) Cleanlngmen (ii) 

Markmen (iii) Carpenters (iv) Gunnymen and (v) Gear handlingmen before 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, vide reference S O. 2316-28/ 
67/08-LR III, New Delhi, dated the 4th June 1969 of the Government of India 
Ministry of Labour asd Employment, is mutually settled out of Court and the 
parties shall file petition to the Learned Tribunal for acceptance of this settle- 
ment as its Award over the Issue of uniform wages which is Rs. 5.00 for day 
shift and Rs. 5.85 for night shift all inclusive. 

It is further agreed that Issue No. 2 with regard to entitlement and payment 

of bonus, pending before the Learned Tribunal under the same reference number 
noted above shall remain pending before the Tribunal for determination of 
reasonable percentage only as because the Employmers have agreed to make an 
ad hoc payment of Rs. 100 to all workers of the Categories mentioned in the 
Agreement, whose names have been scrutinised by the Scrutiny Sub-Committee, 


It is agreed that the settlement relating to uniform wage will come into force 
from the 16th August 1969, and that this agreement shall remain in operation 
till the Award of tho Wage Board is published and will continue to be binding on 
the parties unless it is terminated by either of the parties by giving one month’s 
notice in writing under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. 


It is also agreed that the ad hoc payment of Rs. 100/- relating to bonus made 
by the Employers last year and the ad hoc payment of Rs. 100/- made this year 
shall be adjusted against the total quantum of bonus payable to the workers of the 
above noted categories for the periods of demand submitted by the Unions. 

This agreement detailed herein supercedes all previous agreements. 

Signature of the Representatives of the Signature nf the Representative of the 
Workers Unions. Calcutta Master Stevedores Association. 


Sd/- Wahid Ali Azad 
Calcutta Dock Workers Union. 

Janaki Mukherjee 

National Union of Waterfront Workers. 


Sd/- S. S. Aiyar. 


(Sd.) Illegible 

President. 

Calcutta Master Stevedores Association, 
Annxure "B” 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute 

Between 

Employees in relation to Calcutta Master Stavedores Association 
(Hereinafter referred to as "Association”) 

And 

The workmen represented by 
(1) National Union of Waterfront Workers, and 
(2) Calcutta Dock Workers Union 
And 

In the matter of Government of India, Department of Labour and Employment 
order under reference No. S.O. 2316-28 /67/68 -Lr III, dated New Delhi, the 
4th June, 1969. 
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The joint petition of the parties most respectfully sheweth 

1- That the Government of India had referred the following disputes to 'the 
Learned Tribunal for adjudication; — - < 

(a) Whether the demand of the Unions for uniform rates of wages including 

interim recommendations of the Central Wage Board for Port and 
Dock Workers in respect of the following categories of workmen is 
justified? 

If so, to what rate of minimum wages they are entitled and from 
what date? 

(I) Cleaning Gamg Workers, 

(ii) Markmen, 

(ill) Carpenters, 

(iv) Riggers, 

(v) Gunnymen, and 
(vl) Gearmen. 

(b) Whether riggers, cleaning gang workers, markmen, carpenters, gunnymen 

and gearmen are entitled to bonus under the Payment of Bonus Act 
and If so, from what date and at what rates? 

2. That the Associations and the Unions have arrived at a settlement on the 
10th August, 1969, on the issue of uniform rates of wages including all allowances 
for the workers mentioned in item 1 of the Terms of Reference to the Learned 
Tribunal. 

3. That by virtue of this settlement a joint petition to be Learned Tribunal 
for accepting the settlement as Its Award over the issue of uniform rates of wages 
which include all allowances was submitted to the Learned Tribunal on the 17th 
of April 1970 and had been accepted by the Tribunal. 

4. That the Association and the Unions have arrived at an agreement on 10th 
May 1970 on the second Issue of payment of bonus mentioned in item 2 of the 
Terms of Reference to the Learned Tribunal, 

5. That in terms of the agreement dated 10th May 1970, this joint petition is 
submitted to the Learned Tribunal for its acceptance and award. 

0. That in view of the submission of the joint petition on 17tb April, 1970 and 
the joint petition now submitted, the Learned Tribunal may be pleased to treat 
the disputes referred to for adjudication in Government of India Department of 
Labour and Employment Order No. S.O. 2316-28/67/08-LR III, doted the 4th June 
1969 as having been resolved and mutually settled as shown in the settlements 
submitted and award accordingly. 

Dated, the May, 1970 

1. For National Union of Waterfront 

Workers : 

(Sd.) Illegible 
Secretary . 

2. For Calcutta Dock Workers Union 

(Sd.) Wahid Ali Azad, 

Joint Secretary. 

Witness: 

1. (Sd.) Illegible 

2. (Sd.) Illegible 

Agreement dated the 10th day of May 1970 between the Calcutta Master Stevedores' 
Association and the (i) National Union of Waterfront Workers, (li) Calcutta Dock 
Workers Union (Hi) West Bengal Dock Mazdoor Union of 33, Hemchandra Street, 
Calcutta-23 and ( iv ) Dock Sramik Association. 

The following are the terms of the Agreement reached between the parties 
mentioned above in regard to the payment of bonus to unregistered/unlisted 
workers of the categories specified below:— 

(1) Cleaning Gang Workers, 

(2) Markmen, 

(3) Gunnymen, 


For Calcutta Master Stevodores 
Association. 
(Sd.) Illegible 


President, 
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(3) Carpenters, 

(5) Gearmen, 

(6jb"Riggers, 

(7) Tlndals of the categories mentioned from 1 to 6. 

1. It is hereby mutually agreed that the amount of bonus payable lor each 
of the years from 1904/65 to 1968/69 (5 years) to each worker of the categories 
specified above will be at the rate of Rs, 80 per year per worker. Tindals of the 
categories mentioned above will receive at the rate of Rs. 100 each per year for 
•each of the five years from 1964/65 to 1068/69. 


2. The amount of bonus specified in (1) above will be paid only to those workers 
of the categories mentioned above who are receiving rotational booking from 
member Stevedores as on the date of this agreement. 

3. Member-Stevedores shall deduct the following advances made to each of 
the workers of the categories mentioned above: — 

(a) Ad hoc advance of Rs. 100 paid to each worker in September/October, 

1968. 

(b) Second payment of ad hoc advance of Rs. 100 paid to each worker lh 

September/ October, 1969. 

(c) Festival advance towards Id at Rs. 75 per worker paid (not recovered 

so far pending settlement of bonus in November/December, 1969). 

(d) Ad hoc advance of Rs. 75 paid to each worker in February, 1970. 

4. After adjustment of the advance specified in (3) above each of the categories 
mentioned above would become eligible to receive Rs- 50.00 towards balance of 
bonus and this amount of Rs. 50.00 would be paid in full and final settlement of 
all demands on account of bonus for each of the years from 1964/66 to 1908/69. 
Tindals of the categories would be paid Rs. 75.00. 

5. Riggers and Rigger Tindals who were registered under the Dock Labour 
Bourd in June 1969 and who did not receive the Festival advance of Rs. 75/- from 
the Stevedores would be eligible to receive towards balance of bonus Rs. 125/- and 
Rs. 150/- respectively and these amounts shall be paid In full and final settlement 
of all demands for bonus for the years from 1964/65 to 1968/69- 

6 The amounts due as per Clause 5 above will be paid by Member-Stevedores 
t 0 each of the such workers who are receiving rotational booking from them as 
-on 1st May 1970 by 7th July 1970. 

7. This Agreement shall form part of the settlement reached between the parties 
referred to in Ref. No. 104 of 1969 now under adjudication before the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta. The terms of settlement as above shall 
be recorded in its proper form and shall be submitted jointly by the Calcutta 
Master Stevedores Association and the National Union of Waterfront Workers and 
the Calcutta Dock Workers Union to the President Officer, Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta for issuing necessary orders m Ref. No. 104 of 1909 
before the Presiding Officer. 

For and on behalf of: — • 


1. National Union of Waterfront Workers. , ,, . .. „ . .. ,, . 

For and on behalf of the Calcutta Master 

Stevedores Association. 


(Sd.) ILLEGIBLE, 

Secretary 


2. D. A. AzAD, 


Joint Secretary 

Calcutta Dock Workers' Union, 


(Sd.) Illegible, 
President. 

[No. 28/67/G8-LR.III/P &D ] 


New Delhi, the 6th June 1970 

on r *llG In exercise of the powers conferred by subsections (3) and (4) or 

?■' cfl J ViL Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment) AcU 1948 (J 01 
section 5 A of the Dock yvotk v - cmnoints Shri T. K. Parameflwaran 

1948), the Central B " P ghairman and Member of the Madraa 

Sck ’Labour 8 ’ S Sh retrospective effect from the 17th April, 1970 pice Shrl 




2698 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 13, 1970/JYAISTHA 23, 1892 [Pa*t II— 


A. Venkatesan, granted leave, and makes the following further amendment in the 
notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment 
and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employment) No. 347» dated the 
23rd September, 1908, namely: — • 

In the said notification, for the words “Shri A. Venkatesan” in both places 
where they occur, the words ”Shri T, K. Parmeswaran Nambiar” shall be 
substituted. 

[No. 54/5/69-Fac. ILI 
C. RAMDAS, Dy. Secy. 

(*w tffr frwur) 

•T^ Pu%I, 5 ^T, 1970 

tio wto 2116. — stf (PhNh ft wfafaww, 194ft 

( 1948 ft 9) Ftfmr 5 ^ spY TTtrrwf (3) wk (4) titt vrf^rcflr 

FT 5pT>T FFY TRFR t^RfRT «ft fk %° TkrRRfi fifRPIR, WWW, WstTW %£ 

S^Ftsftqo Jif|,%pqRT 5 C 17 wtNt 1970 % srwnr 

%, RCTR WW WW % WWW wk FSW % FT Y fFJFfi | Wk WTFT WTFP 1 : % WW, 

Ttwi wk 544% wwrww (ww sik TkprR fkTFr) TYwfan^wTTfo 3475 irkY? 23 

tofJR, 1 968 Y wk WlY FTcY 5, W3^ :— 

3FT wfa^WfiT R, "wT t[o FF^Wfi” srkl F, Tfi 4Hr WRT <T 4 WET 5, PSTfi 

qr "sft %o iRJrmd fifwwR 1 ’ w stfoFniwcT foe wrcnr 1 

[(To 54/5/69-^11-^ 

?fto 7 TJRTR, TTWfwW t 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the l8t June 1970 

8.0. 2117. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Industrial Tribunal, Allahabad in the industrial dispute between the employers 
In relation to the Punjab National Bank and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on the 25th May, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 

ALLAHABAD 

Adjudication Cabe No, 1 op 1970 

Parties : 

Employers In relation to Punjab National Bank. 

And 

their workmen. 

Present: 

Shri K. P. Gupta, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the employers . — Shri Ishyar Singh Ahluwalla. 

For the workmen . — Shri Har Mangal Prasad. 
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Industry : Bank. State : Uttar Pradesh- 

New Delhi, the 14th May 1970 
AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Re- 
habilitation, Department of Labour and Employment, have by their order No. 23/ 
76/69-L.R.III dated 31st December, 1969 referred for adjudication to this Tribunal 
an Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management of 
Punjab Nalonal Bank and their workmen in respect of the matter specified in 
the following schedule to the said order: — 

Schedule 

“Whether the action of the Management of the Punjab National Bank in 
terminating the services of Shri R. P. Misra, Cashier-cum-Clerk with 
effect from the 24th April, 1969 was justified? If not, to what relief 
is he entitled?" 

Both the parties have put in appearance and filed their statements of demands 
and also their re-joinders. The case ot the workmen briefly stated is that the 
employers’ Bank appointed the workman concerned as Clerk- cum-Cashier at 
Gliazlpur Branch with effect from 29th July, 1968, on six months probation. On 
7th December, 1968, while the workman concerned was taking cash of Rs. 45,000 
for deposit in the State Bank of India, Ghazipur in a Riksha alongwith a Guard, 
be was robbed and the cash was looted at pistol point after inflicting some Lathi 
blows upon the Guard. He took the injured Guard to the Hospital and lodged 
the F.I.R. with the Police and also informed the details of the robbery to the Bank 
authorities. It is further alleged that the Bank had not provided the Guard with 
a gun and the Cash Box had only a dog chain, which could not be tied with the 
Riksha and locked as no lock was provided. The Bank authorities suspended the 
workman concerned and charge-sheeted him for being grossly negligent in not 
taking proper safe-guard and pending investigation of the case, he was suspended 
and probationery period was extended for another 3 months. The employers' 
bank could extend the peri«d of probation only to give an opportunity to an em- 
ployee to Improve his work and not for any other reason, Later on, the- 
employers’ bank terminated the services of the workman concerned after paying 
one month’s pay and allowances in lieu of notice on the ground that hi3 work 
and conduct were not found satisfactory. The action of the employers’ bank 
was quite illegal. The employers’ bank had never given him any chargesheet 
nor gave any opportunity to explain his conduct and no domestic enquiry was 
held. 

On the other hand, the employers’ bank has contended that on the evening of 
0th December, 1968, the Officer incharge of the Pay Office, Ghazipur had told the 
Cashier Incharge in the presence of the workman concerned that surplus amount 
should be deposited in the State Bank of India next morning. Accordingly on 
7th December, 1968, at about 10 A.M. the workman concerned was deputed to 
deposit cash amounting to Rs 45,000 in the local State Bank of India. The cash 
was kept in Cash Box, which was locked and it was kept in a Riksha and Sri 
Nath Yadav, Guard armed with Spear had accompanied the workman concerned. 
After some minutes, the Officer Incharge was informed by a peon of Allahabad 
Bank that the Guard had been beaten and the Cash Box had been looted away. 
So the officer Incharge rushed to the spot and informed the District Magistrate 
and Superintendent of Police and a F.I.R. was lodged by the workman concerned. 
The employer have further contended that the chain of the Cash Box had not 
been locked with the Riksha and the workman concerned had run away from 
the Riksha as soon as the Guard received first lathi blow. According to the 
prescribed procedure, locked box containing cash is required to be firmly attach- 
ed to the conveyance In which It is carried by means of a thick chain secured 
by a pad-lock. But the workman concerned wilfully disregarded the above pro- 
cedural Instructions and thereby exposed the bank cash to grave risk. He was, 
therefore, placed under suspension and his probationery period had to be extend- 
ed by 3 months awaiting completion of Police Investigation. The work and con- 
duct of the workman concerned as stated above was found to be quite unsatis- 
factory and his retalntion in service was considered risky and so his services 
were terminated on 24th April, 1969, on payment of one months’ pay and allowan- 
ces In lieu of notice. Under the above circumstances, the action of the bank was 
fully justified. The above pleadings of the parties, gave rise to no additional 
issue. 
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Finding 

It Is the common case of the parties that on 7th December, 1968, SiI*R. P. 
Misra, Cashier-cum-Clerk (on Probation) was taking cash amounting to Rs. 45,000 
in a locked Cash-box lor deposit in the local State Bank of India by Riksha and 
Sri Shree Nath Yadav, Guard, who was armed with a Spear, haa accompanied 
him but in the way near Allahabad Bank the Cash box had been looted away by 
some robbers alter injuring the Guard by inflicting some lathi blows. A.F.I.R. 
had been lodged by Sri R, P. Misra, workman concerned at the Police Station. 
According to the case of the employers, cash should be carried in a strong steel 
Cash box of standard make 2 x V x 10" size with llrm hinges and a strong latch 
to bear the weight of heavy godown lock and the Cash box should be locked and 
lirmly attached to tne conveyance in which it is carried by means of tliick chain 
secured by a padlock. An armed guard also much accompany the Cashier and a 
record must be kept of the number of conveyance before it leaves the branch. 
These instruction are contained in the Book of Instructions of the Bank and the 
same has been shown to me at the time of argument. Sri Kailash Nath Mehrotra, 
who is Officer Incharge of Ghazipur Branch Pay Office, has also referred to the 
above instructions in his statement on oath and has further stated that he had 
explained these instructions to Sri Misra when he had first taken the cash to the 
local State Bank of India for deposit and had supplied him two locks also. Eut 
in cross examination, he has admitted that a dog chain had been fitted in the 
Cash Box as the thick chain was not locally available and the Guard was pro- 
vided a spear as no fire-arms were available with the Bank at that time. 

The employers have also produced Sri Shree Nath Yadav, Guard, E.W.-3, who 
had accompanied Sri R. P. Misra. He has deposed that a thin chain was fixed 
with the Cash box and no Pad-lock could be put for fastening the box with the 
Rlkshfl as there was only one ring, which had been fixed with the box and there 
was no ring at the other end of the chain for putting padlock. He has further 
stated that the chain was made for the use of dog. Shri R. P, Misra was appointed 
■Clerfl-cum-Cashier (on probation) from 29th July, 1966, and he started taking 
the cash In the cash box for deposit from the very next month. He has stated 
that the Instructions regarding carryings of the Cash box were not explained to 
him by Sri Mehrotra and he also did care to point out the defect of the chain 
regarding locking arrangement to Sri Mehrotra, although he did not submit any 
report about the defect. It clearly goes to show that Sri R. P. Misra must have 
come to know through some source that the Cash box must be fastened with the 
conveyance by the chain and a pad-lock should be put. He has further deposed 
In cross examination that he would have surely put a pad-lock In the chain after 
fastening it with the Riksha. had there been some locking arrangement in the 
■chain. Thus there remains not a shadow of doubt in my mind that Sri R. P, 
Misra knew full-well that the steel Cash box should be fastened and locked with 
the conveyance in which it is being carried by putting a pad-lock. No doubt, in 
the Instant case, it is also fully establish from the evidence of Sri Shree Nath 
Yadav, Guard, E.W.-3 that there was no locking arrangement at the other end 
of the chain,, which was a thin chain used for fastening a dog. Such a chain 
usually has no arrangement tor putting a lock. 

The main contention of Sri R. P, Misra is that as there was no locking arrange- 
ment in the chain, he could not fasten the Cash box with the Riksha by a pad- 
lock and as such he could not be said to be negligent in the discharge of his 
duties. No doubt. Sri Mehrotra should have purchased a thick chain and not a 
thin chain generally used tor dogs and should have seen that there was proper 
arrangement for locking the chain after fastening it with the conveyance. But 
any mistake on the part of Sri Mehrotra can not exonerate Sri R. P. Misra for 
non-compliance of the instructions regarding carrying of the Cash box from one 
place to other. He should have reported the defect of the chain to Sri Mehrotra 
on the first day when he found that no pa rl 'ock could be put In the chain after 
fastening it with the Riksha or anv other conveyance. He continued to carry the 
Cash box from the Pay office to the State Bank of India without faslentog the 
Cash Box with the conveyance by nutting padlock in the chain. Sri Mehrotra 
has deposed on oath that two mid-looks hod been given to Sri Misra on the very 
first occasion he had taken the Cash box. ITis statement has not been rebuttpd 
by Sri R. P. Misra. On +he other hand, he bad deposed P 1 at he wouH hnve 
surely put. a pad lock in the chain after fastening it with the Riksha If there 
had been locking arrangement in the chain. This goes to show that Sri Misra 
was In possession of some pad-locks for such use. Tt Is the primarv rtutv rp the 
person carrying the Cash box to comply with the instructions contain In the Book 
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of Instructions and if a Cash box is carried without complying with those instruc- 
tions, the person carrying me cash box must be held responsible it any mishap 
takes jplace In the way. fcirl Misra should have insisted to get a think chain 
tixed' with the Cash Box ana also to have locking arrangement for fastening it 
with the conveyance in which it was to be carried. Had the instructions con- 
tained in the Book ot Instructions regarding carrying oi the Cash box would have 
been strictly complied witn in the instant case, it could not have been so easy for 
the robbers to take away the box In no time. They had to make no efforts to 
break any lock and had just ran away with the Cash box after lilting it from 
the Riksha as the chain had not been fastened with the conveyance and locked. 
No doubt, the conduct of Sri Mehrotra In getting a dog chain fixed with the Cash 
Box can not scape criticism. But. it was primary duty of Sri Misra to insist 
for locking arrangement in the chain and he should not carry a huge sum 
of Ra. 45,000 In a Casn box, which had only dog chain and no locking arrange- 
ment at the other end. Thus after giving my Lhoughtful consideration to the 
entire evidence produced before me, 1 am fully convinced that Sri R. P. Misra, 
workman concerned, was certainly negligent in the discharge of his duty in carry- 
ing the Cash box from the Pay office to the State Bank of India and he can npt 
throw the whole blame upon Sri Menrotra for getting a light aog chain attached 
to the Cash Box, which could not be fastened with the Riksha afid. locked with 
a paid-lock. The workman concerned was on probation and had not completed 
probationery period when such a neavy loss has been caused to the employer 
bank. The employers took a lenient view and simply terminated his services on 
the ground that his work and conduct had been unsatisfactory. The action of 
the management in terminating the services of Sri Misra with affect from 24th 
April, 1969, was perfectly justified in the circumstances of the case and the work- 
man concerned is entitled to no relief. The main issue is decided accordingly. 

In view of the above, my award is that the action of the management of 
Punjab National Bank in terminating the services of Sri R. P. Misra, Cashier-cum- 
Clerk, with effect from 24th April, 1969 was justified and as such no relief is 
granted to the workman concerned, In the circumstances, I make no order as 
to costs. 

K. P. GUPTA. 

Presiding Officer. 

14-5-1970. 

[No. 23/76/ 69/LRIII.J 
S. S. SAHASRANAMAN, Under Secy. 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 1 st June 1970 

S.O. 2118. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs Siranjeevi Vilas Transports Private Limited, No. 10. Municipal Office 
Road, Puthur, Trichy-17, have agreed that the provisions of the Employees' 
Provident Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said 
establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act. the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first d#r of 
January, 1969, 

[No. 8/41/70-FF.II.J 


frwr fiwnr) 

t£ fcFTt, 1 sjff 1970 


*TTo WT° 2118. — JTff : bff snftfT pfffiT & 
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fwTtWTTNfa: TOITfTTT ifj 5TJTTOT ?fT ITT IT TTgWd (ft if | f% mtlTft wfTO #r% Trfa- 
falW, 1 952( 1 952 TT 19) % TTTFI TIT WRIT WR]; fm* Wlf^TT ; 

ww: ijf, tit m srirr 1 ift tiwpt ( 4 ) sru tit irfadwf m sritw 

mtct frr TWiT TIT wfafTTI % TITO TIT ITHT IT TT=PTirTT THj; TOTt | I 

Ig Wfag^dT 1 969 I?t 3TTTd % 5TIW fid ITt TTW f$ EWlff TF^fV I 

[WWI 8/41/70-^0 tn^jo 2] 


8.0, 2119. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 
18 of the Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1962 (19 of 1952) the Central Govern- 
ment hereby exempts for a further period of five years from the 1st January, 
1967 to the 31st December, 1971 from the provisions of the said Act, such class 
of establishments as are factories in the Lac including Shellac industry, as were 
covered by the said Act by the notification of the Government of India in the- 
Ministry of JLabour and Employment No. S.R.O. 2026, dated the 3rd September, 
1960. 


[No. ll(lA)68~PF.n,] 

vro in o 2 1 1 9 — mi wr^t Nfwm fafN nfyf'm ? i 952 ( 1952 m 19 ) iftsrnT 10 

if)- TTarro ( 2 ) irt jtrt wfrofr in witi ft etetc ^T^Trrr ^ urn 

*pt ITT ift ms fw% *F?pf cl TTTT £ TSTt-T E 1 ^ f Tt WTTT ETETT: % NTlflR 

Ttnirn: *pt wfir^rri irro tr 2023 ttO"t 3 fR-imr 1953 amr 

TIT WfapRE % TTifsrf % WTOfa N# 1 WTO# 1967 It 31 flTTTOT 1971 dl> 
ift ifW Spf I?t wti: TrrWTlfff % W TIT WfsrfwTO % TlTOt' Tt i{T|TRI lift % I 

[TOIT ll( HT)/ 68 -'fV» l?I> 0 / 2 ] 


8.0. 2120. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs Swifts Private Limited, Marathe TTdyog Bhavan, New Prabhadevi Road, 
Bombay-25 DD, have agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should ,be made applicable to the said establishment: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said act to the said establishment. 

The notification shall be deemed to have come Into force on the thirty-first daj 
of August, 1969. 

[No. 8/83/70-PF.IL] 

mo 21 20. — tt: %rfn eter; *?t nRrftTjftTT froriTO 

jrtS TifRr wit wf srwrrot ftr wif -25 tfr ttwh tout ^ eto^ fJpfmr 

gfR mtufTiff ift nr it wpr ?t if $ fir mHirt wfaro fnier wfsrfwww 

1952 (1952m 19) % THd'-y TKT TORT ift fflW J 

WW:, WW, TFT wfkldlW W?T 5TFT 1 Wft IWRI ( 4 ) 3RT TTH WpRTWf TO SPltW TOt^ 
gt[ TOT TIT wfwfTTT % TTWTO TTTT TORT iff 0,^1411 <1 HTfft £ I 

WftT^TOT 1 9 6 9 %■ Wild % V+M)EW fed iff f f TTSlt TTTnft I 

[tot 8 / 83/7 0— iVo IT 0 2] 
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S.O. 2121 . — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
District Sports Council, South Arcot, Cuddalore-1, Tamil Nadu have agreed that 
the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should 
be made applicable to the said establishment: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said act to the said establishment 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
September, 1969. 

[No. 8/32/70-PF.n.] 

TT° WT° 2 1 21-W: 6 <FK Ft ^ SRfW iflTT | Htelf FfftTCT 

•tRstt srtFfe TSfFT r -i ftRdt tr rtf wm ft tfft fFftTF F#Fifwt 

•Q ^ C\ 

FjtfFrr w ft tsrt f£ 1 1% F4di0 frftf TftrfTTT 1952 '(i952 ft 

19) % T9m TFT DnTT Ft TPT fFT[ F 1 fpf't J 

VT:, WT, TFT StfafarT 'Ft SKt 1 'Ft TTSTTT ( 4 ) THT FIT FfFPfr FT TUtT 
FFt Jtt %T5k TTTFR TFT t tfafTTT % TTFT TFT DTm Ft tpT^TTr TPJ FTfft | I 

T? wftrgdTT 1909 % f(RPdT % SDR f5T Ft ST^TT TPWt I 

[tfwr 8/32/70-^0 2 ] 


S.O. 2122. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known aa 
Messrs National Organic Chemical Industries Limited, Sandoz House, Dr. A. B. 
Road, Worli, Bombay- 18, including branches situated at Calcutta, Delhi and 
Madras and also factory, have agreed that the provisions of the Employees 
Provident Funds Act, 1962 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said 
establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub- section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the 1 st day of 
July, 1967. 

[No. 8 ( 118 )/ 07 /PF.n.] 


F 0 wfo 2112. — -FT: %?5VT TKFK Ft T| TTl" T ?tfr | fF ^TT'f TH^ntF 

%f«TFT ^'T^tTfTfF^S'^^dTTS'T TTo no XTo ft? TtTf 1 8 TR h TdTTT f-FTfr 

SRT’td TTffr FTFTT, TsfR ffFT TU FK<3TTt FT TpRfFT f, T 

fd F T TF FftF FFFrfDff # FJTRF FT TT FRT T? £ fF FifFrft TfFT fdftr 
*d>TpT9M 1952 ( 1952 FT 19) % T7TTT TFT DTPTT FT WP£ fF? TtFsjq; ; 

FT:, W, TFT StfafFR stft TTTt 1 Ft TWTT ( 4) i5KT ST?T TfetTf FT 5RTT FFT 
jjq %?I(T TTFTT TFT TtfafTiR % TTTTT TFT fFPFT Ft TJT^JPCT TP£ FTcft $ I 

FftPJTTT 1967 # TTtf % 5RT far Ft 5RT ^ TRStt TTt£*ft I 

[TFTt 6/118/67-^0 C[Fo 2 ] 


New Delhi, the 2nd June 1970 

SO 2123 — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 13 
of the Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) and In supersession of 
the notification of the Government of India in the late Ministry of Labour and 
Employment No. S.O. 1370 dated the 18th May, I960, in so far as It relates to 
,Shri N. V. Kachhy, the Central Government hereby appoints Shri N. V. Kachhy 
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to be an Inspector for the whole of the State of Maharashtra for the purposes of 
the said Act and of any Scheme framed thereunder, In relation to any-Vstablish- 
ment belonging to, or under the control of the Central Government or in relationi 
to any establishment connected with a railway company, a major port, a mine 
or an oilfield or a controlled Industry. 

[No. 21(8)/69-PF.I(i).] 


Tf fccTV, 2 1970 

Vt° 2123. — VVTRY HflW ftfo iffa Pm 1 1952 (l952 TT 19) # 

tnrr 1 3 qfY iw ( 1 ) jpt srsri *?rfatPTf tt spM qpr jit wV ttpt *ptp % 

«pt wYTTPFrrc vY srfa^Frr ireqy tto 1370 mfter is Tf i960 Tit 
cTT 'STYT Tfspy Tt TTo vYo TTwY T | hfuTIT 4PT JV PHfYT ?pvrp- ir^JPT *fY bv=p 
?Y° ttoT Tit w srfatwr sftr tYYt fool i-tYt % sjtYjrt v frit T^sYr 
TTVK % TT ftWTTifYT Him % mPO T TT fwl V’pfY TfOWI NTd vj Ytl 
Sfa 3T fmfad OTtT T TTfad Him % TTU T Tf^pT*^ ITR % foq fYrdSPp faw 
WY | I 

[TOTT 2 1 ( 8 ) / 6 9—Tt 0 ITTo l(i)] 


S.O. 2124. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section ( 1 ) of section 
13 of the Employees’ Provident Funds Act, 1952 119 of 1952) and in supersession 
of the notification of the Government of India in the late Ministry of Labour 
and Employment No. S.O. 2227 dated (he 7th September, 1061, the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri C, J. Yagnit to be an Inspector for the whole 
of the State of Maharashtra for the purposes of the said Act and of any Scheme 
framed thereunder, in relation to any establishment belonging to, or under the 
control of the Central Government or in relation to any establishment connected! 
with a railway company, a major port, a mine or an oil field or a controlled 
induatry. 


[No. 2 1 ( 8 ) / 69-PF-I ( 11 ) . 1 


VT° WT° 21 24.“4ifiNTfT3Tfew fafe Tfgfdm 1952 ( 1952=51 19) UFT 
1 3 =ffY 3V(TPT (l) 3PT 5TTTT TlfadhT VT TTPl TtY , JO ?fk MPT fRTTT ' ’VTSlT* 

TlmR mum vY ’Erfg^mT h'wtt vt° tto 2227 ^rrCV^r 7 fromr 1 9e 1 vY tifstviTr 

91 ■ , <r jti Yp^Yt o 1 < tjdiiPT jfY° qf ° n 1 finv vY wiYt 

ftrfY ptfYr % mtam t fm YFtfni rpm % m fmamEiYT pwt % if tt 
faifY^T «p'tKY Tjrqm lapr vr itt fmfrn tvYv Yr mfw % trpi t 
■u <- h ui nrfi res' ttst % fYnr fY tYsiv Pu^sri vpYY ^ 1 

[SW 21 ( 8 ) / 6 9-^0-13,410 I(ii)l 


fc^Y^ 13 mT<Y, 1970' 

VT 0 VT° 29?'-*5FV;frTUT^El 1 S48 ( 1948 VI 34) Vt TPT 88 

31 T TUrT TlfTPm T1 Jtql=T 5rV NTVfT FTTTT % f TISjutt SlYr 'JTtYe' F?TF!h 

fYWT’T) TY srfy^dlE^qi Tr® *TT o 353dTffe 1 6 SFFlfY, 1969 T 

vt T Trfp- rrFprjrvj %pprid Rferrarfew fnftpT, fqtqfr, tti % ftttY h‘it 

ffTTTY T^infPTf tY 5 V % fTVTT T4T SifElfYfW ^ SR1FT Y 1 6 5?d4TY 1970 
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3 1 S SFTRft 1971 f^RTTT T? Rlfw 44 RfcqfRR RT TT *4 Rl Ifw RR% fqR fqfqfwfw 

&rf % qwtftq ^3 fcfr t, : 

(i) % 34 W 33-SnRT +4 r|P%I % HWt TTqTRT Rq cnp 

Tf^TT3T R^RT ; 4% 

(ii) f% r$ ®3 ?4% to: 44 3% qtfqRfr rrr RfafrorR % srcftq %44 snjfaRRi 
sirc?r to% t£ 4 f%q% f%% t ®3 %4 qrf% 4 q^% tort Rfrorrq % rtcto 
to ?i1w *ft ?lh 

[4° TOo 6/80/69-tT^o R%»] 

-rf fTfvft, 22 RTOT4, 1970 

*PT° WT° 3 6 2.-VH^ftTR^ft^!rf!jf4!TJT 1948 ( 1948TO 34) %4 RRT 73R 
srrr srror wfaroft to tr4r tort |r, %^tr trrto rr trtort %, 44 rt m qf 4fror 44q 
f^rf^RT % RPTRTR RT 371% faqr RTOR qq 4 SR-^fTOT 4" 7% ftT £‘ 31ITR %4 r4r 44 STfrffr 
%4tRiq4 ttrorsmsTO viTgr^f %4TOrq srfEriwr %srrtr sv % qtffcr 

3^H^rftiT pFTtsrr 4^7 RfRTTR % RTTR % RRR '-TORfl 1970 R31 ftTOTO 1970 
%tt4 r^ <nftar 44 <1 F*-h Ri <1 rrt err TifqffRq r 4 %4 RqRTRfsr $ f4rr( wr qrft f, 1 

[4° R>r° 7( l)/6 8-^°wfo] 

VTO *[o 363.-TOTRTf4 TRR 4tRT RftlfqRR-' 1948 ( 1948 >13 34) %4ssrRT73’ 
WSTOrTOTT WfTOR'fRq 3TR4 r qR7t^tTsr% RTCT7TTOFTO % >TR, f%RR 4k WTRR 

(^R4kf%RR:fTOTW) 44RfTOJWR° TOo RT°999 RTf% 7Rl4 1969 % TOT 4 
%%% 7K+TC TOI4, qR’Rj;, W1 TRR TOR % %3 ^ 68913 R^TOR 7%R I[44, %4 
4 44*44 3W qfn'Ri o o %r5rtr 4 4k 5 % totrei rtot I RRfaRfq %4 ertr 4’ tot 4 
$R, TOTq TOTOrpT %4 RRT RfsfRRR % RERTR 5 T % RlftR q^RRRfR frR%T % faffa" 
ST44RTR % TOTTR % JTRR qRRft 1970% 31 feRHT. 1 9 7 0, fwt Rf 3TftST 44 r44r44r 
qw i% m Hi r<. < w r 4 44 “FRrrrfsi % ott^jrt bs ^ft ^ i 

[f% TTo6( 17)/69-fT^o mfoj 
WT° 364.-ZRT: %%% TR^TR ^T qf TRmTET ?% TO1T | f% WR3 TR^HT 

%f 'jq%'frq sftr ?rq%ypT wnar tor, TOrftq f^rr^r % q.*i’4 1 (f fi %r «t4- 

Rrft trt q%r ^rafTTiT, 1 948 ( 1 948 qr 34) % TTsftq ^fwarm % Tnrq; 

TTfFFT 7TORTT 5TFT t : 

!TO:, m, VJRnft 3RJT ftro qfyiqqrr, 1948( 1948 qq 34 ) %t £TR1 90 3TTT 
5T5TT qrftroff qq qmq qr% |rr ^ 73 - ^ tretr 4 % ^qqfq wraq (>qiT 

qtr fRRR fqqpT) %V qfqjfqqr %o qqo qr» 1221 tr% 1 9 RET, 196 9 % ’RT r 

%qftq RTqqr TRRT% TOT q^RT fqRR % TO TRW RR% % T?qTq qqqqRT 3TR ^RfroftR 

ttorotr writ toftitr %t tor srfErfRRR % mtotr r 3iRrto^, i97o%RRqf qif% 
44 RffcRfqq t, rt re qfqf'Tq rr %t RtwiRfe % %R qqt | l 

[%° Too 6 ( 1 4 ) / 6 9R(R ° Rlfo] 




3706 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 13, 1970/JYAISTHA 23, 1892 [Part II— 


W°tffo 36 3 . — wfaKt rm sfan srftrfwr, 1948 (1948 w 34)^ «rm 73-^ 
wsRfa wrd-irwn:’%«w, iVik irfa 'pRfa 

(m srfa Ttwrrc fawr) qft wf&^nrr woti w° *tto 2498 urCta 17 ^ 1 , i969$wr 
it %?ifW utott An, wrfn : — 

?ffa ffarW Pnmr 'd*t c rw J qrt sfa Jr, ftrcrir wfafaqii % st^tr 

ISKsT ^ t’ ^ WH 3 T 3 tf£n c?W «T^WT ftt 3 W vfafl WT 

%ws«tr % wtffa fafnro ^rt faita stfawr %fa?Rit 10 srrO, 1970 

■% 9 jRqnft, 1971, r^T t-f+^ Wg d| 0<a *ft ^ P-nfati dW n^ 5T RfTW q?f W<TRfiT % 
fan nTRam ^ left | 1 

[RTOTWo 6 (24)/69-nno/m'£o] 

Wo Wfo 366. — TdT: %dsfa HTW7: W WETR ft W | fa *TRcT TOTt % fam 

Twii, ®Ti> dTT sfti w ^T'nT>i 0 eti < vi«^ 1 ^ t % qnWrfaff ait wfarft 11^1 «0-H 1 

'WfirfWT, 1948( 1 948 W 34) ^wfR^fafad 1 5njfatJWf % ETT5T: HRRT 
WRW STIR | ;| 

Wef: ICR, wfafaFT fJTTr 90 3RT 5JW Hrfaurf W WR WC?t gn 'TRtT 

ITWR % WT, TToRTT falRR («R «ftT T*)3pl I < fa^R ) # #WI 

Wo Wo 1136 dnrtfa 17 *nf, 1 969 % 5FT if fatffa fl'TR Wfafat TFR dt*TT 

farm % Tnwff wft % 9 Tfrq;q[?rn?Kr ^Troffar tiMi-l qtt wfsrfRR % irrft 
RTORfitt lsaRarfl, 1970 ^^w^n^^'^'pr^rrKr^fanw^ &ftgi 

[ifaTTWo 6 (l)/ 69 -nRo mfo] 

Wo WTo 367. — inNfr TTW^WT ^fsrfm, 1948 ( 1948 W 34)^5JRT 73 =f 
aTO^^T srfawf wsnfaT wfa gn^ wrd ir<w< % «r, faror* «fk jrafa tfsTwr 
(sspt sfre ftwrR fawi ) art wfg^wrr itw wo w» 2499 afafa 17 1969 % 

wr Jt tocr ^Nfai^r, witt : 

% iRd% % 5ftrt*ffaw aft ^?r Jr, fa¥^f ^ifa- 

c faw % ww^r 4 sfir 5 % ^i^sr st^tt «Rf^if?r ^ rtr ^ gn t't 

gw wfirfariT % STiRR 5 % ?TJfa' 3 ^Crf J f , W Pr 1 oT+- % frifa srfawi %IRR ^r 6 5 RJRt, 

1 970 it 5 wratt, 1971 fair? di-Q<a «ft ttfatfoR *Tfdfaw qft vrar- 

qftr % fan n^^ru Mt | 1 

faWTWo 6 ( 2 5 ) / 6 9— n't 0 Wfo] 

Wo Wo 3 68- — wrrft TT^T jffaT 1948( 1948 W 34) qrtOTTT 73 R 

3 T-ct ernr ififanff w ^Vr^rfagn^ww irwn:% wr, "famr: *fk irtwt 
(«r ^ffariTfairrn' ) art wfy^dd'i tfo io ??to 2656 trr€(w 25 ^t, 1969 
% wr it itwr imwT, ’rnfa nwfat to tfawit, nit sf? it, fairer 

4 ^ s % ^T^a-.a^TTf, wifarfa ^ktrJt iiifa fn ^rt 

.far qrt ^f«FT wfafn IR % HiTFT 5 *F % 5T(fR 'TTilf'faT fw'faT % fwTT nfTOR % RTR 
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% 26 formT, 1969 ft 25 1970, %T*t vfr nf«TfTTT Hft srfft- 

."V w iT^'% % %o; | i 

i[ft° Tiio 6 ( 103 ) lesr-i^o'm 0 ] 

ftT° WT° 369. — ft 'Tift TR4 ftftTT 1948(l948ftr 34)fttsjTTT 7 3 ’"T 

KT srew SlPklftl' ftT 5T#T ftftft grr ftk 4TT4 FTftR % W, fttWT 4k TRftRT ft?l IW 
( '«TJT «j*h: T^sr*TTT f%xrr*T ) ftt wftj^f44Tfto ftTo ?rro 4124ftkfW 26 facT^n:, 1969 
•%w ft ft^ fftft fft ^rqarfrp i JjRmR, sjfftftFrr ftt 

rjft <for ft, ftraft vfftPm % qwft 4 4 k 5 ft stctt f , mrfprfft ftt ftr ft 
twft gwft.jrmrHJT ftt wftrffm % wwwsft % 44 k fftftfrw % famr 

aqrF^rrrtT % ^rnr ?r 20 ^: 4 $, 1970 ft i9 4ftft(t, i97i,kr4ft45wkftjftt wlkrfftrr 

.^, Hft fo fWi 4 ft ftt ftrarfa % fftt( i^aKT ^ ^ 1 

[[fto Wo 6( 70)/69-T(4o flT^o], 

tnro wto 370 . — ttw ftkT 4 , fftfft44, 1948 (i948«ft 34 ) fttum 
734 iht ifttt ftfftrfti «pr srftftr ftrft jit 4 k 4 ttr imR % «nr, Tforftn: 4k 344 % 
ftjnw ( 44 4k fwnK fkmr ) ’fttsrfft^rrrfto w° mo 25i8ftpfta' 21 ,^ 1969 
ft wr ft ft^ftr ^twr ftrRnft, mrftj ftf fkftt <tm nifft't.r ftr ftrfftkt wl *. ftftwr 4 ft ^ft 
•ftfa ft fftrrft 4fti 4fftM*r ft 4sftrc 4 4ks ft 4 JR 4 f, *T4f«rfft ftr ktpt ft t ■ ft 

§ <q 4*4 ftforrc ftr ft 4 *rt4 5 ft ft mfftr fftftRw % f^rfttsr 

•irf®TCT4 % tTCFT ft 7 WTkt, 1970 ft 9 WfkT, 1971, fft^lft 4g akftsT ftV FNfftft 

$, 4ft irm irfftfftw 4ft ftT ftrmfc et ft ffti? h'^sri ^ •* 1 1 

6(23)/69-tJ4 mfto ] 

Vt 0 Wl° 371 — -44: ft'tfftr < W4g ITMItIM gt 44T ^ fft 'HKd 

fftffFT fttft ftV ■S FP'tl r T ftt3T ft°i l ^+4? ft I fftft ftt 4ift4Tft TTWT ftftlT 

^rfaPuiH 1948 ( 1948 w 34 ) ft miftr 4 Py d wjfftErmli ft nfffttrrt 

m4«TT STRT f ; 

mr.' *w 'd'tfl srfftfftmr ft! ffnr 9 o sm 4T5f 'jrfftiftt 4T uftftr ^rft ftlc wrtt 
47«FT7: ft >44, TRnm wh: 544ftT ftoTRFT («RT ftk Ttwr fftffFT) ft) ft«4T 

*4iT 0 WT 0 1134 d I 1 7 FTft 1969ft ft ftdf! 4 ! ^HTPIT Tiftmftt 'Cl^d ftlHl fd J l6 ft 
qrpprf ^Tft ft ' IV4 1 q, ^ JTTT ^RT K«i fft ftt 3W ?rfftfft44 ft fPfft ft lSOR^] 
1970ftft^wftft4r4ftftftpmT4f«jftfft^^3ft(TT| I 

[dVll 94 o 6(l)/69-^o Wlf»] 

Wo WT° 3 72. — TR4 ftftTT ?rfftfft44 1948 ( 1948 W 34) ftt HKT 7 34 

ffirrum uriftrftf «rr uftftr 4Rft y3[ wkr ft «nr TtamT 544ftr ftmw4 

1 44 Tt^rmr fft4FT ) ftt wfft^n ftowomo 998 mrfts 7 *rrft 1 9 6 9 ft wr ft 

ITTWT i d : 

ftrjfftr ftft 4FT|T JTET Fftftr, 4FTJT ftt ^ft 5^4 ft ffttfft ^44 4fEffft44 ft 45414 
A ftk 5 ft 4qmET ST^tT 5 4ftfwf4 ftf cqr^ ft T^rr gtr - 3 ^ tft ftf 4fsffd44 ft 




2708 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 13. 1970/JYAISTHA 23, 1892 [Part ri— 


wete 5^ $ wsffa Gi % fsrsrq ?tf»m % ette % 2 qqmr 1970% 

STWTSEErft 1971 f$ET% 9f[ 4KEl Et Efwfi=ET ^f, 44 T ^ M Pci fEFT 94 tit spTWWfftr % 

f%^ zz Mt | 1 

[^o'RTo 6(9)/69-^o W$o ] 
4$ fe%t, 23 spr^fr, 1970 

49° 447 — afnfolfr TE ?9 9%TT WfaftEE 1948 ( 1948 99 34)<tff 319^87 

BTU 99 rl wfanff 4>T spfEl 44% fir E> ere ET44T ti WT, TTWT wk JEqtfl TOW 
(wnsrk tDetr f^mnr) tit wfa^ET e° 44 ° et° 442 rrrftw 24 ^r^srft, 1969 % 
5pn if %e%9 eeptt trfr^FT eee fms^rkr f%fMds, iftfift 99 tet wfaftwr 

% EEt STEWT % 2 4 1970 E 23^149% 1 9 7 1 fWt W -Tlfta tit ofvnfHH 

if, 94 tT5F wMeET 99 tit 49 iETfa % f 'IE ZZ 9tft % I 

[E°49° 6( 65)/68-ETo OT$o] 


qjf599' 

9$f9wft, 7 TTGrCt, 1970] 

94° W° 5 8 5 . -9149 % W W9 2 9P>9 3 1W (ij).9T<“rer 13 fatTR'C, 
1969 tilJZ 3983 17 SPETftlE ETET W44T % NE, TlREE: «rk 544 % («T9 *fk 

ft^FTR faEET ) Eltlfy^OI 4®Tr 44 0 59° 37189TfkT 3051999 1969% #T9 5 %- — 
^ jj “Karad Swastik Industrial Works” ^«TET 47 ; 

“Karad Swastik Industries Ltd.” ; 

(ii) “ p adttka” q~r “Padkc” qf^ | 

[iWT 9)1° 6(4) 1 69-^o ] 


9f fctlft, 13 4Er%; 1970 

49° WTO 701. — 49Nt% -rrm %kT wfqftm 1948 ( 1948 44 34 ) 4% 9144 
7 3 W iTU M9t1 'dPtClMf 44 99%! ti <d gtt HT 447 ; t»riqs I '.I WET ET49T % WT 0' J 1 ail 1 

wk qrprkr weet (wt wk Ttwr frwq ) tit wfagwn 9444 44° m° 693 dkter 

1 2 TiT4fV, 1969% fawW%9 941194 W*ti\ % W®kj; : — 

944 wfalJWW % 4$" tit 49414% ti fwj” VT&ft ti EWET TE “fiPHIlftr % 

fEP^” 3T.5ST yfrlt-^IltMd 1%tT *i|TJ4 I 

[9o4iro 6( 58)/67->74o wrifo]: 


4ff4E?fV F 204744^, 1970 

^o^rjo 803 — -44: TR44 7 " 44 9^ TETTHET ^ WT ^ f% WET ER94T % if 4TT 

ftlWET, W44TTT 4"ri % 444Tr[T, iJ4f wV - •AdH'T 7 " ftw ^T-ff-7 1 1 44T4TEfif f^E?f 44% TTTT 
ifm-II 9fETt 4444ETT SE>EEr ^TTTW Edf ?ftT 4T7- 4^HTW, d4H4,4 4\^T ^ETT W 
%4ET9lf79T 44 4r4'4r% TF49 4tw wf«f44E 1948 ( 1948 44 34) % Wft9 
99f4STOT % WET: WTE'9 M^fTUEt W49T 5TTET | ; 
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ST4: TT4 TI^ 3lW^m 1948 ( 1948 44 34 ) Ft STIT 1 90 5TTT 

44 44>i 4Tst$q 4ik ert tuftt % Ttmr tfk jttEt 44fft (spr 
tfk tt^ttitt Ffwft ) *ffV srfcn^^T % ° fk> mo ei 7 titir 6 Fr^tr 1 969 % w % 
%^q etfu Ftf *rr£t u^r sft4T tut % qT^ qT/rm stct 4f%4 

W4T 4 % TcfF FT TFT 4ftlfT44 % EFT 344TTT % 444 FTOTT 1969 % 31 T44T1 

1971 f^TE^TtfmvfrnfuriTrrl 4 F%tsrkE 4 »i 44 ri 4 fa%fTqsiE^fti 1 

[E° 6( 68)/68-^° SUf 0 ] 

ft° 8 0 5 .-nurrfr 4 1 jEcFthi 4 M 444 i94s( 1943 tt 34) Ftsnr 73T 
jet 5RH ^EEff 44 sptEt 4T% f q srh ept ewit % «nr, TUrnK 5rk 344 %! 44144 

(“SPT flk TT3RT < f<UTT4 ) FT EfsnjRTT HWI Flo 44 o 2S93 FlftUT 5 ; 3J4 t£ 1969 

% TO ‘i‘ %Elt4 4UR Hjf4f444 4T%F 4ft 4fT444 44UIT44 4T441 4Ttiftrs34 % f4E% 

444 ttFsiFote % ektpt 4 *rft 5 % tt^si sttut 5 srFeoRt Ft ktft if isrtf $q tft ftt- 
ui% Tt tft Efsrffm % stsfpt sf % snfRr T^Rnfar ftpfuiF % faffa «f*r«'iq % otpt e 
ttee et 4 1970 e 28 Fwtt 1971 finm ef F rfta «ft EftEfEE | ef qF eRiFum 
4»f %t ftetfRj % id q qd^&i 41 be ^cfr t 1 

[e* quo e( 1 ;)/68-q4r° mfo] 

ft° «rro 806.-T4rrft ter sfftn srfafEEE i948( 194344 34 ) %t mu 73 r 
3 TTT 444 EfF44t 44 44t4 FT4 $q 4ft ETTE TOR % 44, TEFIH Eft ^ERfE 44144 

<*te sfft ft^EU f%m 4 ) 4 %Efsr$ 44 TEo 44 ° 4 r° 2514 cnfrar 2 osje 1969 % 

FE if %4%4 ETFK Ef iH E l ff E <F I < %#H f?ET4 % RtEgfff TFT ’J^F1 t£ Ft %E S3 4 4 
fTE*! 444 EfsrfftlE % ES4T4 4 Eft 5 % Wff 5I^tT |, R4 ^rRt qil' 64FT ir T«r^ gq 
W ^r 44 TFT RfsrRmT % 5KRTT 5 F % TI^Et RpfWF ^ f4^«r wf«RFT % 

-irm% lOTuift- 1 970 gqrRft 1971 4? fruta Tftr ErR-et |, #spu 

rMuft ft qft wfrfe % frq qrr?3ra be | 1 

[TOT 44 o 6 ( 8 ) / 6 8—qT o 41^ 0 ] 

W 3 WT^ 808 — 4T44RT Tr?T TfOT 1948 ( 1948 FI 34) Ft STITT 

7 3 44PT4T , T5lff ; T'!TfFr44t4FTT^T4lT TRT TT4T % 44, TrsTTU Tfk 14#? 4 41444 
(^44 TlT I 'IT , TT T tVoET ) Ft 4144^441 43 IT 44 o Rfo 2516 41^1 21T4, 1969 % 4R 
if > 4 4T ..IT ij'Ff f4T4 RU TfRfT TTF4, 4/1 % ^TTFqrot-T TTUU, FT^ft 
( TfTOT) 4‘srf 4 r -'4T 4 Fy-ft %t ^t 4, f r-44 ^,44 4TW1 Tm4 % RK4FT4 RU 5 % 
TTU4 44 4 I 44 4144 Ft T4 9414 4 TJ 4 1 f q T 14 44 <'T14 %T "3 44 iTi jfTUT % 44 RT4 5F 
% R ltT T?44 l ft4 P4 41441 % fRST-T 41^14 % 4414 % 2 0 TTut, 1970 % 1 9 47 4Tt, 
1971, r<r 1 T 4 11 T 1 ft 4 ~tF4T X, 441 \T> r' i^TT 4T %t FKIFFt % f-T’ -41;T1 T T 
3E 4-ft t I 

.'N 

[TWlI Flo ij(l n)j 8 -TR f TfE.] 

Tt j 1440 809. — 44 : %^E; TTTEK1T 44 ^ TUmn it 441 % i% r 4T4 r-TRnT % 
4-444 sftT fiFr’-T F44T4 *441414 % l*T4T»mft4 iT/4 ftVt 4rF44; FTTRlTf, JTstT'T qir iff, 
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WRT V WfaTpRf Vt 1 TTW jfrRT WftrfVm, 1948 ( 1 948 W 34) % *rcffa ^T- 

=nfw sgf^Erisff % mw: jrrt snw $ ; 

WcT:, W, <+;4 mi 0 TTW fTW wfolwr 1948 ( 1948 W 34) VI 5T7T 90 TT 
51W irrfwfi «FT spfffi w!f SflT WW TOR % SR, frapflR sflr W («PT 
«flrT>'ST'nTfr»m) VtsrftT^wrgo ot° 2386rrrfter i2^r, 1969 Vw irVgfto 
rot‘{ »n 4 '^r 0 ttht ftrw Sr 4 cm wV V ^ w^-pr gw, wwFfVt -w~ 
V gwRlirsm 1970 Sr 31 wwt, 1971, fggSr grtfrcr *fr 
rrfwfw §;, rw sftx *rrff t”F wfafTW W wgwfa % fgq- w. 1 1 

[go w<= e( 26 )/ 69 —^o wr^oj; 

vt° *n° aio. — *rwn % ttw srfafwg, 1948 (1948W 34) # arpr 

8 8 STITT ?tT Tlfwrf W Wt^T wit fn Vf?fa TTTWT irWgTTT fSw VPxfcr gfag- 

fw g fVmg wwrr V 1 7 wrw, 1901 if 17;% V WRrfwf Vt gwr 5 «f V fwrr 
gw gftrfwg % w#r Sr wraVta tt^w Sr w srfirgwr V Trow Vt grfta % trtp apV 
Vt wwrfar V fSp 7 , q^r 2 if fafgfVg *wf % wzmta, qz Vfr | : — 

2 . ( 1 ) gww qrrwmT, wNrfTTf % gnff q% TWigt w t^p fe: Term; 

sfk 

(II) IV ^ 9T »fr wrt% gw irftrfVw % *nfrr FSrfv snjfVmi 
trt wit fwV f*r^ % qg VI Trfr<T Sr ts% rreer ^rf^nrDff 
% wrmr r ,T «r%r i\ w gf 1 

[fTo 93-0 6(5)/68-tr 7 To u nT|oJ 
gf fl7%, 23 ’+.<q 0, 1970 

vjo vr° 811 . — vwnf r ttw gfar srPafggg, 1948 (1948 w 34 ) VI arrr 
73 ^ iTTT irwr srfVnft w wfg wit ^tt %%fg grwr, wwttV swfa gw rettw srr 
(rrrrpt w/ 1 fa i ^r),V^^^^^,fwrg9T?r%fVr>T V wew 4sfk 
5 % 5T9R g , iRfRfT Vr sfTFr if fTaV grr ^ ^riRr.^ Vt ^rrr ?rfaVm V we^rnr 

s^Vsrsfft' g^^r^1 7 i 7 fi5 1 T%f^9^^iq'%rfRT T r ' 25f3rrRT, i960 Sr 4 fewzx 
1970, f^rrif *nr mfN nf rrFwRrr rf , w w Vr wrafir % fVr tr^m 

Vft t 1 

[#° 6 ( 9 1 ) / 6 9 — 0 snfoj 

VI 0 WI° 8 1 2-974*rrtV TTR Vr^TT wFnFl99, 1 948 ( 1 948 spT 34) WTT 73 % 

mrTafri?rfwVf9TTT>T9^^% 7 ^?rwT9Tr^ Wfq; jrt fVnir 

Vt ^trpfr? ?rfw TfrwT Sm, ^trrt? Vf ^tsr if, gw 

*rf trPm V ^rRnr 4 Vk 5 V grw Tfn srrfVrfrr Vr rr if t^r? gw wRnV 
Vt gw u f a fg^i'fr V ^rRirr 5 97 % waVr g^n^ffa fwrw % fMfa 1 *rfwFr V rfaig ir^ 1 s 
fwwr, 1969 % nfew, 1 97o1Vgif ^n<)9 *ft gfrnRid ti imp? w Vf *ftw- 
*rf% V fg^ yz trfV t 1 


[rfoWo 6 ( 94)/69^» WTt o )J 
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[vT°»rr o 813 . — jrt: tor ssttstr jrf w'nfr sn*n?t PhhF<»t 

WPRf «ft TTEJT &W if *TT sft *TgRT*£ TPR If WfESTpR fair 3 ffTW (sTO^ 

<fcr faRptft oft^TT ffar sprcren 5ooifqR«ft) «tt ; 

sftr, w: grfw q?r farsr &r ir WRifc % sttott qr wfift u&f: 

sftsrrsrfafWT, 1948( 1948«PT 34 ) qft HTU 7 3 ==T % SRffa ^ fwT StfsRm If, 

gwnfkftqii %srttnq 5%3w?j se ^ifsrftTqfairsn'TtTqr, %nftq-ET«PTTirm''(TR?r 

qftSTfa^FTTtfo *FTo STfo 2 8 4 3 cTltt^ 2 4 fatTHRy 

1963 %■ inwr it qz £t qf *ft ; 

*(V, *R: iq^fRTR TT ssnffRgt JRT I fa *rgRF£ $?,TR?l»R fair $ 

*sft TmqT qft sffaT aftR 5 f^iw snr sooirsrftwirt *\t tsffauf surfRRWsr q't 

SR:, SR tpifanti T.RI| sffaT wfaftiRT, 1 648 [( J 94f qt 34) tfi ETRT 71 * 5RT 

srtT wfarfai *n sfafa *r*(t fq; ^tr sifa^qi sTt^SRisfo hr ft *qfa fatr 

*faffaq sRtft I, SRrfa : — 

s)fa^6i qft snj^sfl if, q*r 5« 1 % sis,q s^sr 3 1 "«ft -’ 1 *.^” afcf'r 
sftr rrt 4 if q«*rfat qfaffa qr ^ftq *t fc*rT 1 

[tf 0 9 >T 0 6/ 5 S/ 6 8-<fa 0 Sflf o J 

qjo wto 814- — <P*faiff U5ij sffai afaftiw, 1 948 ( 1 94 s *ft 34) qft stitt 73 ^ 
amcr srcu wfatfaf »ft sfafa »P 7 (t |tr sftr srn.tr iRfir % «ur, sfir jqffa *f?n*w 
(«Rr«fRTtorsnTftr»nir ) j Asrf?Rj^qTF°q;TosiT° i887 tnffa 8*rf, 1969 %^ if 
%fafa rnq.R qnxsnit n«rfa Igit tf o 6 , qfa, fainqq fasrnr, rfaf qq sfrspi' 
«^»rr»r qft^rft «fcr if, faraif q^tr *jf«ftq*r £ *iqR 4 sAr 5 % ^q^srsrftr |, siqfi«rffr 
*pf sirnr if rw gtt B'ltr qrRgiir qff gqtr srftrfqqsr % srsqrq sqrfcnsftfrs^'f 
ffRir stTstsw t rf^m ir 30 1970 ir 29 ^qqff, 1 971, fasif ^ 'rnff^r sfv 

?rfTTrf%r?f &, tiT s^fgfq^F q4 qft qi^iqfa % fenj trttqiRi s? Itff | 1 

[tfoqrTo 6( 2 7)/6 9 -q 5 0 s[i^oJ; 

»q 0 wt 0 8 1 5 -qtr: ?rqqnT w Ein^iq ft qqr «jt ft 

1. htw sn^Dt fqffffmfqq tVftSr, 

2 . %# Wtrr fsft^qPur 

3 . ■jfqfl Piqfiq qqtf 

4. *mi sjqtqffiR^ iRfq^ qTqjft, 

5. STO# fl^fr sr^R Jp-ffE <RRR fERT, 

6. sretf qqqifttr str^iwt (sr o) 

7 . ftiqqiuq'ir stunq fircE, 

8 . firsnr sn^R fatqr, 
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sfk sjqTqq sfa'f Jr fRrq qt q^n.F^ qrsq if stfqqqqq sfk *arq 
fcraff irfarar $q (arq^t^q fkqaft qkn qpq 'iHtfsqr sooitqqsft ) ^ ; 

%Ax pci: >jqfw TR^Ffr aft fr^r #qf Jr infJqfri % mmr qr qqfqRt tt^t 

#RT 5 Tfqfqqq, 1 948 ( 1 948 "FT 24 ) aft ETRT 7 3 ^ % WR % fqafq qfqqiq if, 

gqq srfalqqq ^ qsqrq 5 ^ irriail qq'q q f¥q arri ara: narR qrtr 

WTTT qUFiT $ Tjqijq qq ?fk q'pirqR qaiarq aft srfa^qqT JofToirro 2665 

qRta 2 qq^r, 1 gel % qrsqq ir t$z q^ «ff ; 

At, qq: %?ftq qpqR arr qqrsrrq ft qqr % far q^nr^ Trsq q qqqaqqq ark 
<jq arrq^ar fqqf q kkWR ifk 'tjqrqq tfqf aft qtqr aka q qqqqqT qq 5 0 0 Jr qftrr 
t qkc q qq ftn-r *ftq q^T 5 ; 

qq:, qq, TTRiff TRq qfqr qfijfqqq, 1 948 ( 1 948 qq 34 ) aft tnrr 73R 
5KT T4rl wfqqqf qq qqtq aRTT %qfTq qrqrr qqq qfq^qqr if HdffiiTT sfk 'm I if 
• fqFqfqfqrq *farwq arpft waifq — 

qqq qfq^qqr aft W'j^qf 4 if 

( 1 ) am q ° 1 % qrq% ?qf*r 4 if "kkrq'jr ” srfqfe qk *q*q 5 if qRqqfr 
qfqffesqf qq aftqaR fqqr qrpqr ; 

(2) am f 0 9 % qrqJr fq^q 4 if ‘‘^qrqq ” qfqfk ark *q*q 5 if qfRntft 
qfqfeft qrr afrq qr x knar arrcjqT 1 

[tfoqqo 6/58/68-^0 qrfo] 

qrr o wr o si 6 — qq: ^qffq «r«kr aq qqrErrq ft qqr qr fV arm qfkn$q 
sfknqja: qffqfq fYfr A Trqqq for if kqq qT art qfnr^ araq if qfRqqqr ftiir 
if fq^r #q (qqfq; q? ^q fqq# qkrr qt^r qqqwr 5 00 ir qnr «ft ) qr ; 

qk, qq: ■jqfqq qrn:^ A fqqq ^q q qqkqfq % qrarr: qq qq + 4 qkl qmr 
qtqr qftifqqq, 1 948 ( 1 948 qq 34 ) q?r strt 73q ^ q^fq fqqkrqr %■ fq?fq wfqqrq 
if, qqq qfqfqqq % qeqrq 5 % qqq^q qq ^q q qfq q f%T q.^ qq, , Rcftq qqqqq jra 
qRq qTqn; % qq, kqqrq q^F^qqfq qqtqq ( ^q At Ttqqn: fq rq ) qfrqftr- 
5 jqqrq o^o qr o 2407 qrkq 27 ^r, 1 968 %qrsqq if wz qf qf 4 V ; 

Ax , qq: %"ffq q=cqT 4 qrr qqraTq ft qqr % fr qfrrr^ if qfqqqqr fq% q 
A qrqfq kr art fTqr q>q qqqqqr qq 5 0 0 q qfqq ft qf I At qf qq fqqq tjJqq 

t ; 

srq:, qq qrqkik #qr qrfqfqqq, 1948 (i 948 qq:i 4 ) aft qnr 7 3 q 
5 Rr qqq arfqqqr arr qqt-T 5 <q ff kstq tkpr qqq pPRiRaT if qqqqiT, wr fqiqkrfkq 
qprfm arqff : — 

qqq qfsnjqqr ait if, q>q f» 1 qk qRRqFyf qfqTRqr qq qiq- qrq fqqr 
qrrprr 1 

(^f o qqo 6 / 5 8/ 6 s— oq o qif 0 ) 
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1 


fk'Tl, 2 ET#, T1970 


WTo WTo 986: — T<kkt TT^T afftlT wfaftiPT, 1948( 1948 W 34)%t 8TTT 7 3^ 
aro Trfkm swk Trftr %?ak ttttr ?nJr 44M4 w^ft % ( 4) Jr 

4?lk 5% TTTFU SITTT f, 

wk oft tt=r w-r’jk % ( 3) wTfkrft %i rtr 

Jr tj?i ^it 13^ TR<3rk %r 3^Ffr TTfkftTT % ststpt 5T % wtfft ^rr^Tk ftPTftnrr % fasta 
wr<TTm^7fmJr,^TTtT7nn^Jr^wfH^w%!TTT7ETTt nkftrJn^ k%i7TTr- 

srftr % fJfrr q7 31=1 fTT TIT &Ta T TfT wftftir 1 ! % TTETET 5 % TTW 5Ef Tf Tgl, ^ft vfV 
Tlftr ft, t^STTT ® T | I 




’PT Wo 

f%% TT 0 W 

<rnr 

^rmiriJr tt 417 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

(4) 

1. 4i-H'll{ J f *Tl 


^To iTR^rftlr 

tk 3 ; -i hpi rfnrr ftnrr 


'[fjo >ETo 6/38/68-tr^o5nfo] 
Ttfkoft, 3ET% 1970 


r t ° wr 0 9 8 7 '- — km kaftim, 194 s ( 1948 T 1 3 4 ) %lmn 

737T TT7T TRrT TlftrEn TT Sfqk TT% wk WPT' E’TP % w, TkrmT kft tjTk?T 

mam 1 («?tt wk fl^mr fewi) %t wfai^r *ft ti° wi° 4i25frkEsr, 2 9 fkrmT, 
1969 % tot Jr %kk tttw ^p-g-iJr, spoftTiir ifkTftr fkfkSir, t^vm %1 
iJJr sk Jr, ftm ^f?r wfa % w«nir 4 wk 5 % Tium sfjtT t, ?Pift*ift %t uttt Jr 
7 ^ft ^tt 33^ ippwft %t ^rf wfaftsw % wurm it % wtfft sanikiir ft irk t % ftk 
wfmuir % km % sm TPiifr, 197011 31 ^ 1 !, i97oftriiJrir^nrftia'7fVirftEftTrT 
£, 6T wftfkir o Egft %r % f%T mmapr 5%r £ 1 

([iio ^io e( 22) /e E-rT^-o sn# 0 ] 

k ftikl J{ F r 5[ni#, 1 970"’ 

▼T 0 ?To 988 : — TiJmkETmkmwftlftiJiT, 1 946 ( 1946 ^1 34) %V STHT 
7 3W ji^tst^et nfkk ¥7 silk jfT?r wk vrr?Fr ipttt % ww, kwwrz wk 
knrrir(ww wk k7i7ftm7)%twfkmrk ti° wm 2652 Tkrw 25 mi, 1909 
% 'spir k %kk H7TT7 :n7jgk. w*rft, kr twt WTffk fcr wETk % %kk wrw, srrkr 
spfv f^Jr if, ftm Jr ksrftiiJT % ^mnr 4 ^ 5 % ittp f, 5rTftqf=r %r vm 
Jr 7 ^^ ^tt ;jrr ^ftftirii- % ^nmr st % T^irf%k ftRi^ % ftkr 

wk^TT % rfm % 1 6 Ek, 1 9 7 0 % 15 TTirfr, 1971 ftmt w rnkN k kkft i T |, 
^ tpp ^ftft*m m %V ^pn^ftr % ftr^ ^^titt 1 1 

[lio 9)1 o 60l(l)/70 1PT° ?fTfo] 
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fevHt, 9 jtfJ, 1970 

5JTT^ 1009 : — 44forfy 41^4 iflRT srfijf444, 1948 ( 1948 ^T‘l34) 

spt STT T 74 4RT TTR wfcpff 44 4441 4R% f 4 #^4 4R444 % 44RT 

( 4 ) 4 fafdfe: 44 wfT 4?r ^ Jr, f5r44 444 srfafRqR- % st&tfi 4 srtr 5 % rtw 
ST fU t 5fk 3fr BTT 4pJ^ft ^ RR4 ( 3 ) ir fTf^r^ $ 4^1 cTftRT 4Tf it t, WSlfRlfer Tt 

R4FT Jr RJfT f 7 444 44RIFTT Tt R44 trfafTTR % WKTPT 5T % *944(4 TT44WT4 ffpfrsRJ 
% fWT tlf43T4 % 44T4 % 445^4 TRTT4 4 ^4 5rfET^T4T % ST4OT4 ^ RTTfa % ^ 4^ 
4T> TF-rrafil' % fair qT *44 IFF 44 #TT 4 444 tTfufTTR % tTKTFT 5 % 444-SI STfrf 4 ^f, 
«ft vfr 444 4T, 4443KT 4=fT t I 

SHTJffr 

4>4 iT o fjf% 44 4T4 tT4 44 4PT 44R9T4 44 4T4 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 


1. 44irrf47fr 

2. 414444 

3. 4%R 

4. 44T4 

5. f4*44t4ff 


^qrqrijTTT 

■44H4T4T 

4T‘tf^ SPT?f 


4-4^4 f¥ 
4T44[f4 


^gR4t4r *ffa 44?4(4t 4f44 

41 4T4Rr414JT f44T 4(^4 1%° 
‘4l’ 3jf44 

4T«fT 4T41 ^444r 44R 4FJ41 «fr 
4F44r UUft Tird Tltft 544 
4T^4 

4144 f44T4 4f44 
4Fo 4 4° faFFrf 4T5R tjj 
*R4, 44H SR44 24?H 4#4 I 


[4° 44° 6/2 7/6 8-1^4° STlfo] 
443fl4 f%, 3T4T 4f 4 1 

(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 2nd June 1970 

S.O. 2125. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bhubaneshwar, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of Ghatkurl Iron Ore Mines 
of Messrs Rungta Mines (Private) Limited and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on the 26lh May, 1970, 

ADDITIONAL INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, ORISSA, BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 

Shrl U, N. Mishra, B.L., Presiding Officer, Additional Industrial Tribunal, 
Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 

Dated Bhubaneswar, 15 th May, 1970 
Industrial Dispute Case No, 7 or 1969. 

Between 

The management of Ghatkurl Iron Ore Mines of Messrs Rungta Mines 
(Private) Limited — 1st party. 

And 


Their workmen — 2nd party. 



-Appearances: 

Sri S. S. Mukherjee, Member of the Executive Committee of the Eastern 
Zone Mining Association — For the 1st Party. 

Sri N. Guha, Secretary, United Mineral Workers Union — For the 2nd Party- 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Department of Labour and Employment 
•(Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation) by its Order No. 37/12/ 69- 
LR.1V dated 27th August, 1969 referred the following question to the Tribunal 
,-for adjudication as it considered an industrial dispute exists between the employers 
.in relation to the management of Chatkuri Iron Ore Mines of Messrs. Rungta 
Mines (Private) Limited and their workmen. 

“Whether the management of Ghatkuri Iron Ore Mines of Messrs Rungta Mines 
(Private) Limited are justified in terminating the services of the following workmen 
with effect from 1st January, 1969: — 

1. Durua Purty Munda 

2. Lawrence Miehiari 

k. Abhiram Sinku 

4. Rongsho Hessa 

£ Ram Nath Goswamy 

6. G. N. Gope 

7. Rupus Samad 

‘If not, to what relief are the workmen entitled?”. 

2. After receipt of notices from this Tribunal, both parties filed their respective 
•written statements. 

3 The management in its written statement stated that the Government by 
Notification No. 1/17/68-MI dated loth July, 1968 fixed the 1st day of January 
1959 as the date on which the provisions of the Regulations mentioned m the 
notification shall come into force in respect of all the metalliferous Mines. The 
.said regulations require that the “Mining mates” and “Blasters” shall have to 
obtain requisite certificates from the Department of Mines for performing the 
duties of Mining mate or of a Blaster. The Director General of Mines Safety by 
'Circular No. 28 of 1968 dated 1st August, 1963 directed the management to take 
adequate steps to ensure compliance with the requirements of the above notifica- 
tion. The management gave notices in October, 1968 to all unqualified Surveyors, 
Foreman, mates and Blasters informing them that if they do not qualify themselves 
by 31st December, 1968 their services will be terminated. The provisions of the 
metalliferous Mines Regulations came into force from 1st January, 1969 after 
which no unqualified personnel was employed in supervisory capacities under 
regulations 37, 38, 160(2) and 185 of the Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act. 1961. 
As the concerned workmen failed to obtain requisite certificates, their services 
~were terminated from 1st January 1969. Therefore, it is or ay eel that the termina- 
tion of services of these workmen is proper. 

4 The workmen in their written statement alleged that it is a profitable concern 
in which 500 workmen are employed. The management does not recognise the 
Union though it has existed since long. It is alleged that the workmen were 
retrenched from service on 1st January, 1969 on the plea that they are not qualified 
hands. The management could have absorbed the workmen in alternative jobs 
•and it could have also provided opportunities to the workers to get themselves 
qualified. It is alleged that there are other mining mate s and blasters who without 
requisite service certificates are working in other mines in that area and have 
"been permitted to continue to work in Gua Mines also. It i^ alleged that the 
mining mates concerned were given the rate of wages at Rs. -5.95 per day and have 
'been placed in Category No. 2. It is alleged that Sri Goswami M. mate was 
working on monthly basis on a salary of Rs. 70-00 per month, but he was not 
given wage increase. The Union raised an industrial dismite before the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (C) Chaihasa and the Conciliation Officer submitted a 
-failure report. The action of the management in terminating the services of 
'7 workers is thus illegal and unjustified. Hence it is prayed that the workmen 
be reinstated with full back wages with continuity of service. 

r, Sri R C B Sribastaba, the Chief Mining Engineer of Rungta Mines has been 
-examined on behalf of the management and 2 of the workers named in the list 
•examined themselves for their cause. There is no dispute that the 7 workers, the 
-names of whom Rave been stated in the order of reference were working under 


Mining Mate 
-Do- 
-Do- 

-Do- 

-Do- 

Blaster 
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the management and their services were terminated from let January, 1969 as. 
they could not be able to quality themselves for the posts as was required from, 
them though they remained there for considerable period. There ig no dispute 
hIso that 6 of the workers were working as Mining mates and one of thenf'was 
working as a Blaster. Metalliferous, Mines include every mine other than Coal’, 
or Iron Mine, Metalliferous Mines Regulations, 1961 shows that "Mining mate" 
means a person possessing a Manager’s, Foreman’s or Mate's certificate and appoints 
ed by the Manager in writing, under any designation whatsoever, to perform the 
duties of a mining mate under these regulations, and includes an Overlseer or 
Head Mistri. "Blaster” also means a person possessing a Manager’s Foremans- 
Mate’s or Blaster’s certificate and appointed by the manager in writing to perform 
the duties of a blaster under these regulations, and includes a Shotflrer. There 
is no dispute that these workmen were employed between 1961 to 1968 but they 
could not qualify themselve s for their respective posts for such a long period and' 
hence the management out of apprehension under Section 73 of the Mines Act, 
1952, terminated their services- Section 73 of this Mines Act, 1052 provides than 
whoever contravenes any provision of this Act or of any regulation, rule or bye* 
law or of any order made thereunder for the contravention of which no penalty 
Is hereinbefore provided, shall be punishable with imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to three months, or with fine which may extend to one thousand 
rupees, or with both. Section 57 of the Mines Act, 1952 lays down powers of 
Central Government to make regulations for efficient discharge of the duties or 
the managers of Mines and their qualifications and persons working under Them. 
Regulation 185 of the Metalliferous Mines Act, 1961 lays down the qualifications 
to be acquired by the persons to hold the post of a ^ lnl ” g n 

lays down that the provisions of the regulations 33, 34, 35,37, 160(2), 176(2) and 
185 shall not come Into force in respect of any mine and the provisions of ReguJo 
tion 78(1) shall not come into force in respect of any mine other than £ * gold 
until such date or dates as the Central Government may notify in that behalf in the 
Official Gazette. Hence the applications of certain provision was rte.aved. 


6. It is admitted by the 2 workers who were working as Mining mates that thev- 
got notices to pass certain examination to qualify themselves for the post in which 
they were serving. The worker who was working as a blaster has not been- 
examined. The workers however, take the plea that they implied to the mansve- 
ment to give certificate regarding their character and service but the management 
did not give them the required certificates and so they could not pass the examina- 
tion. It Is admitted tha>t they got the application forms from Dhanbad hut as 
they could not send them for want of necessary certificate of character and service- 
from the management, they could not appear in the examination. Regula- 
tion 23(3) (i) (ii) (lit) lays down the persons who CHn. grant such certificates. They 
could have obtained certificates from any of the sources as stated in Rule 28(3) 
(i) (it) (iii). They could have obtained a certificate even from some person of 
good repute for the purpose- It Is not proved satisfactorily that thev applied 
to the management and the management did not give the- required certificate. 
It Is elicited from the witness No. 2 for the worker that he verbally requested' 
the manager to give necessary certificate but he did not complain before env 
officer that the manager did not give any certificate. If really the management 
did not give them required certificates which disqualified them from continuity- 
In the job, they would not have remained silent and they would have certainly 
moved proper authorities In time to redress their grievances. The same witness 
stated that he got forms from Dhanbad showing that the character certificate 
would be given by the manager but h« could not nroduce such record to sbow 
that the manager should give the reauired certificates. Witness No. 1 for the 
Union stated that he is now working und=r b Contractor as a miner but no such 
person is examined to show that he Is still working under the contractor without 
reautsit.e qualification. The witness No. 1 for the Union has stated the names' 
of Arlen, Chakravartv, Dasru. Bunifas and Bilkan who were working in the mines 
though thev are not Qualified for the post He was subsequent constrained to; 
admit that they are not mining mates. He was constrained to admit that he did 
not take anv training. Therefore, it becomes difficult for the management to; 
keep their services particularly when section 7)3 of Mines Act provides penal 
provision for violation of such rules. It was next urged on behalf of the Union 
that the management could have absorbed them In some other eanacltv It 1s- 
not disputed that termination of service of a workman in a post which under the; 
orders of the Government can he held onlv bv a qualified person who hais nasso 
the required examination i s justified If the workman fails to qualify himself 
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even when chances are given and it cannot be said that the action taken is malae 
Jid^_jar unfair. The employer is not bound to give the workman alternative 
employment in a post requiring no skill (1960-2-LLJ-page-Bl ) . Therefore the 
contention of the Union on this score has no merits. It was lastly urged that the 
management did not give them sufllrient opportunity to appear in the examina- 
tion, It is admitted by the worker that he received the notice for appearing in 
.the examination but they could not sit as they did not get required certificate. 
I have started that Regulation 23(3) (I) (ii) (lii) provides the sources from which 
the required certificate can be obtained but no attempt whatsoever was made to 
obtain certificates from any of those sources. The management gave notices to 
all the workers to show-cuuse why their services would not be terminated by 
31st December, 1968 if they fail to qualify themselves as required under the 
circular No. 28/68 issued by the Director General of Mine s Safety. The said 
.notice was served on the workers on 1st November, 1968 vide Ext. 3 series. The 
management finally issued notices showing termination of service to the workers 
terminating their services with effect from 1st January, 1969. It wag contended 
on behalf of the Union that as the Notice given to them wa s not sufficient, services 
of the workers should not have been terminated. The rules providing for com- 
pulsory passing of the required test have not been followed by the workers. They 
have been published In the Gazette. The workers were also serving since long 
and the management took them to service since 1961 with the hope that they 
shall pass the required test. They did not pass such examination. On the other 
hand they took false plea that the management did not give them required certifi- 
cates of character and service. Therefore, the management wag justified in 
rterminating the services of the workers from 1st January, 1969. The reference 
be answered accordingly. 


(Sd.) U. N. Misra, 
Presiding Officer, 
Additional Industrial Tribunal, 
Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

(Sd.) U. N. Misra, 

Presiding Officer, 

Additional Industrial Tribunal, 

Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 

[No. 371/12/ 69-LR-IV.] 


SO. 212U. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
•of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
'Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bhubaneshwar, In the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of Messrs, T. P. Sao Owners 
of Bejoy and Ghatkurl Iron Ore Mines, Post Office Chaibasa, Distt. Singhbhum 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on the 26th 
May, 1970. 

ADDITIONAL INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, ORISSA, BHUBANESWAR 
Present : 

Shri U. N. Mishra. B.L.. Presiding Officer, Additional Industrial Tribunal, 
Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 

Dated Bhubaneswar 15 th May, 1970 
Industrial Dispute Case No. 6 or 1969 

Between : 

The management of Messrs T. P, Sao Owners of Bejoy and Ghatkuri Iron 
Ore Mines, Chaibasa, District Singhbhum— 1st Party. 

And 


Their workmen— 2nd Party. 
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Appearances : 

Sri S, S. Mukherjce, Member of the Executive Committee of the Eastern. 

Zone Mining Association — For the 1st party. 

Sri N. Guha, Secretary, United Mineral Workers Union— For the 2nd party.. 

AWAE.D 

Thel Government of India in the Department of Labour and Employment 
(Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation} in its order No. 24/24/69- 
LR-I) dated 1st July, 1969 referred the following point to this Tribunal for adjudi- 
cation as it considered that an industrial dispute exists between the employers 
in relation to Messrs T. P. Suo Owners of Be]oy and Ghatkuri Iron Ore Mines, 
Chaibasa, District SInghbhum and their workmen: — 

“Whether Messrs T. P. Sao owners of Bejoy and Ghatkuri Iron Ore Mines were 
Justified in engaging the workmen as per the list below on piece-rute with effect, 
from the 30th January, 1969. 

1. Mankuari Barik w/o Haraknal Bank. 

2. Subhadra Dasi, w/o Surendro Das. 

3. Klstomoni Mundarln w/o Sukhram Mundarin. 

4. Bhojmati Alda, d/o Gundi Alda. 

5. Sukurmani Dasi, w/o Mahendro Das. 

6. Sukurmoni Hasda, w/o Jogan Hasda. 

7. Sumi Gopin, w/o Bhukan Gope. 

8. Flumoni Loharin, w/o Kuroo Lohar. 

9. Menjo Dasi, w/o Bibhisam Das. 

10. Lakhml Sawaya, w/o Bagun Sawaiya. 

11. Basi, 

12. Gurubat Mundarln, w/o Bidu Mundare. 

13. Jasmoti Dasi, w/o Rasika Das. 

14. Sukamoro Dasi, w/o Rattan Das. 

15. Subni Kuldi, d/o Charan Kuldi. 

16. Gourmani Kolia, d/o Sunl Barlo. 

17. Shauri Manki, w/o Johan Mankl. 

18. Chandrabathi Das, w/o Gobardhan Das. 

If not, to what relief are the workmen entitled? ” 

2. After receipt of notices from this Tribunal, both parties filed their respective-’ 
written statements. 

3. The management in its written statement has stated that some of the con- 
cerned workmen were appointed as miners and had worked as such. It Is alleged 
that those female workers generally used to bring food of their male relatives to 
the work site. They have been employed only on compassionate grounds. It 
Is also stated that the picking work in Iron Ores is negligible and do not keep 
a workman engaged for the full period of the shift. It is further alleged that 
after the Introduction of the new scales as per Wage Board recommendation 
a settlement on 17th December, 1968 was arrived at In course of conciliation 
proceedings with the recognised union of said Mines and it was found that it 
would not be possible to run the mines as an economic unit unless the unproduc- 
tive and unnecessary works be abolished. The system of picking of Iron Ore 
was discontinued from 30th January, 1969. With the discontinuance of the system, 
surplus hands were given the option to join as miner on usual terms and condi- 
tions prevailing in mines with effect from 30th January, 1969. Some of the 
concerned had prior experience as Miners. The workmen concerned accepted the 
offer and joined as miners with effect from 30th January, 1969 and are working as 
such. It Is alleged that in order to give sufficient time and opportunity to the 
workkers to adapt themselves of the situation, the employers agreed with the 
■•cognised Union to compansate the workers for a period of 5 weeks. The work- 
men concerned are generally earning as other miners and since they joined, 
there was no complaint of workmen. 

4. The workmen through their union In their written statement alleged that 
the management Is a big and profitable concern but the workmen are being de- 
prived of their legitimate claims. It is alleged that out of 18 female workers only 
3 workers were working as picking ‘Kamins’ and some of them were working 
as water carriers to supply water to the Mines workers and some were doing the 
work of piling ores Into stacks at the quarries. Each of them were getting Rs, 5.75 P. 
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altogether per head per day and 34 rupees in a week alter deduction to Provi- 
dent Fund. It is alleged that the job ot producing ore is most arduous and 
concentrated job and they are not physically able to give production in pursuance 
ot the work-load fixed. It is alleged that the workmen may be allowed to work 
on time-rate basis as before by carrying water, or lor loading and stacking of 
ores. It is alleged that the management nas got sufficient jobs to give employ- 
ment to these workers. Therefore, the management is not justified in engaging 
workmen in piece-rated job. Hence it is prayed that the workkmen be restored 
to do their original work. 

5. One witness has been examined on behalf of the management and only 3 
witnesses have been examined on behalf of the Union. The witness for the 
management stated that out of these 18 workers. 16 workers were working as 
picking ‘Kamins’ and one was supplying water and another was cleaning clots. 
His evidence shows that the picking work has been abolished. He stated that 
at first picking work was done because there were impurities in the float-ores 
and the float work has been subsequently stopped. He also staled that the min- 
ing operation Is done at present in reaf, and there is no impurity in reaf work. 
After the pickin work was abolished they offered the picking kamins the Job of 
miners on piece rate system. lie also deposed that some of the workers were 
working as such previously and there are many female workers there. The 
wltnes No. 1 for the Union stated that she was working as a picking Kamin 
(Female worker) on daily rated basis and after the introduction of the new pay 
scale, she was getting Ks. 33/- per week alter deduction to provident Fund for 
5 weeks for which she was forced to work in the mines. She also stated that 
out 18 workers given in the list reference only 3 workers are working as picking 
kamins and some were carrying water and some were doing the loading and 
stacking work. She stated that they have been sent to mines and in their place 
temporary workers are working. The witness No. 2 also stated that after they 
were sent to the mine, the wo'k was done by the temporary workers. The Union 
did not take such plea either before the concilliation officer or in their subsequent 
written stetement that after the workers named in the reference have been sent 
to the mines, their works are done by the temporary workers. They did not 
produce any satisfactory evidence on this score even though the witness No. 1 
for the management has clearly stated that the picking work has been abolished. 
He also stated that the water supply work is done through trucks and there is 
no necessity to engage workers and there is no work of stacking 
and loading of ores. It is conceeded on behalf of the union that they 
did not take the plea in conciliation proceedings that temporary hands, were work- 
ing when the workers named in (he reference were taken to the mines- It is 
alleged by the Witness No. 1 for the Union that after they wer e asked to work 
in the mines, they gave oral complaint to the management but n 0 action was 
taken. His evidence in this respect stands uncoroborated. There is no proof that 
temporary workers were working in their place after they were asked to work in 
the mines. Therefore, it is clear that employment to these workmen on time-rate 
basis could not become available after the abolition of picking work. The manage- 
ment however oilered them some services in which some were working before. 
The management instead of terminating their services, offered them to work in 
the mines and gave, them notices to that effect. Ext. A series are the said notices, 
the genuiness of which have not been challenged. The witnesses for the Union have 
stated that they did not receive any notice. Ext. A series is clearly belie such 
connection. It is also admitted by witness No. 1 for the Union that there are 
many female workers working in piece rafe h''®'®. W" Nr 3 hof also stated 
that several female workers are working as miner*. Witness No, B has also dt 
posed that a female (Niras) by name was working in piece rate basis in the 
mines and she has been all along working on piece rate basis in the mines as 
miner. It Is elicited from witness No, 1 of the management that the workers are 
given wages on piece rate system. These facts show that these workers were 
working in piece rate basis. The witness No. 1 further stated that the manage- 
ment gave some wages over and above the regular wages for 5 weeks when they 
are asked to work in the mines. The witness No, 2 has also stated the same fact. 
Witness No. 3 for the Union has also deposed how a female worker was getting 
wages at piece rate in that mine as miner. Witness No i for + be rer-’-'twement has 
proved Ext. B which shows that the workers were getting some wages over and 
above their regular wages for 5 weeks which dearly shows that th c management 
gave them sufficient time to gain experience in the work. These kamins (Female 
workers) get full difference of their wages in the 1st week and the rate gradually 
decreased till the 6th week. Ext. C, genuiness of which has not been challenged 
clearly shows that several workers such as Subhadra Dasi, Bhojmati Alda and 
Klstomoni Mundarin got higher wages in some weeks according to their work. 
Thus it cannot be said that the female workers were not fit to do the work of 
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miners. The witnesses for the Union have also deposed that the management has 
also given wages over and above their regular wages for 5 weeks when they were 
asked to work in the mines. It is elicited from the witnesses for the Union. _t£at 
several female workers are working in the mines as miner. Therefore, it cannot 
be said that they were given new work in which they had no experience before 
and they got wages over and above the regular wages for several weeks in order 
to acquainted hem with the work. It is not suggested even that they are out of 
employment from 30th .January, 1969 i.e. the date on which the notice was 
served on them. The notice was sent to them on 23rd January, 1969 and they 
joined as miners. They have joined and they are working there on piece rate 
basis. 

6. There is no allegation by the Union that the time rated jobs which the 
workmen had been performing is still available. In the conciliation proceedings 
it was suggested by the Union that alternative employment on Hazlra basis may 
be given and if the same is not available to guarantee minimum rule of wages 
of a miner. Thus there was tacit admission by the workmen that the job on 
Hazira basis was not available to the concerned workmen. There is no allegation 
in the written statement or even in the deposition of the witnesses of the workmen 
that the job they were previously performing were still available. The evidence 
of Management witness No. 1 shows that the work is being carried on in reef 
and since there was no impurity, the picking work has been abolished. It is 
also elicited from him that the water is supplied in truck. Thus it can be safely 
concluded that the jobs on Hazira basis were no longer available. 


7. As the jobs that were being performed by the concerned workmen were 
no longer available, the management could have terminated their services by 
way of retrenchment, but the management gave notices dated 23-1-19G9 under Ext. 
A series giving the workmen concerned the job of miners with effect from 
30-1-1969. Such offer of the management was accepted as will be evident from 
the fact that the concerned workmen joined as miners, The management agreed 
also to give compensation for 3 weeks only to see that the concerned workmen 
do not suffer in their wages while being trained for working as miners. 


8. The job of miners are not new to a female worker as will be evident from 
the admission of the witness No. 3 of the Union. The witness No. 1 of the manage- 
ment has stated that some of these concerned workmen were previously working 
as miners and there are many female workers who were performing this job. 
It is the case of both parties that the miners are piece rated workmen or in 
other words the piece rate is the condition attached to the job of the miner. 
The present case is not the unilateral action of the management, but a case 
of offer of job of a miner when the previous job on Hazira basis was not 
available and the acceptance of the same bv the concerned workmen. It is also 
evident from Ext. C the penuiness of which was not challenged that one 
Bhojmati Alda has earned Rs. 44.10 P. in a particular week. As I stated before 
there is no allegation by the Union before the conciliation officer or in the 
written statement that any new or temporary workmen had been engaged in 
the job in which the concerned workmen had been doing tbe job in the past, 


9. In view of the fact that the jobs that the workmen had been performing 
prior to 30-1-1969 were not available, the management offered them job of the 
miners instead of terminating their services. The concerned workmen had 
previously worked as miners and there were many female workers working 
as such. The management, also gave pav protection for 5 weeks. The manaee- 
ment not onlv gave pay protection for 5 weeks but the piece rate was attached 
to the condition of the service of a miner. In view of the fact that some 
workmen while working as miner had earned fair wares. the_ action of the 
management was not only bonaflde hut there was sufficient, i notification to 
engage the said workmen on piece rate with effect from 30-1-1969. 

10. The Union could not give any satisfactory reply on this point. There- 
fore. the action of Messrs T. P. Sao owners of Bejov and Ghatkuri Iron Ore 
Mines is justified in engaging the workmen as ner the list of reference on 
piece-rate with effect from the 30th January, 1969. The reference is answered 


accordingly. 


Dictated and corrected by me. 


(Sd.l U. N. Mtsra, 
Presiding Office**, 
Additional Industrial Tribunal. 

Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 


(Sd.l U. N. Misra, 
Presiding Officer. 
Additional Industrial Tribunal, 
Orissa, Bhubaneswar, 


TNo. 24 / 24 / 69-LB-TV.I 
U. MAHABALA RAO, Dy. Secy. 
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(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 5th June. 1970 

S.O.til27. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, (No. 3) Dhanbad, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of Khas Jeenagora Colliery 
of Messrs, Khas Joenagora Coal Company Limited, Post Office Khas Jeenagora, Dis- 
trict Dhanbad and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on the 25th May, 1970. 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 3) AT DHANBAD 

Reference No. 2 of 1969 

Present : 

Shri Sachtdanand Sinha, M.A.M.L., Presiding Officer 
Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Khas Jeenagora Colliery 

Vs. 

Their workmen. 

Appearances: 

FoT the Management • — Shri B. Singh, Personnel Officer. 

For Workmen — Shri H. N, Singh, Vice President, Koyala Mazdoor Panchayat. 


Industry: Coal State: Bihah, 

Camp Patna, dated the 19th May 1970 
AWARD 

1. The Central Government being of opinion that an Industrial dispute exists 
between the employers in relation to the management of Khas Jeenagora Colliery 
of Messrs. Khas Jeenagora Coal Co. Ltd., Post Office Khas Jeenagora, District Dhan- 
bad and their workmen in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule annexed 
thereto, under section 10(l)(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1917 referred the 
said dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication by its order No. 2/125/68-LRII dated 
•the 17th December, 1968. 

Schedule 

‘‘Whether the stoppage from work of Sarvashrl Manahar Dusadh, Pump 
Khalasi and twenty three others as per list attached (marked as 
Annexure ‘A’) with effect from the dates as mentioned against their 
names, by the management of Khas Jeenagora Colliery, Post Office 
Khas Jeenagora, District Dhanbad was Justified? 

Annexure ‘A’ 


S. No. Name 

Designation 

Date of stop- 
page of owrk 

I 

2 

3 

4 

r. 

Shri Manahar Dusadh . 

Pump Khalasi 

r 1 -4- I 967 

2, 

Shri Banshi Dusadh 

Surface Trammer 

12-4-1967 

3- 

Shri Bandhan Sao 

. Pump Khalasi 

12-4-1967 

4- 

Shri Araxlt Dusadh 

Surface Trammer 

15-4-1967 

5. 

Shri Ramu Sao 

. Underground-Trammer 

12-4-1967 

6. 

Shri Ledu Mallick 

Do. 

12-4-1967 

7- 

Shri Degan Bhuian 

. . Trammer (Surface) 

12-4-1967 

8. 

Shri Phulchand Ral 

. Line Mazdoor 

9-12-1966 

9- 

Shri Palak Dhari Khar . 

Do. 

IO-3-1967 

TO. 

Shri Muchiram Mahato . 

Do. 

5-9-1966 

II. 

Shri Maheshar Mahato 

Do. 

3-8-1966 

12. 

Shri Gopal Bid 

. . Winding Engine Khalasi 

16-8-1966 

13. 

Shri Baneshwar Mahato 

. Engine Khalasi 

6-7-1066 

14. 

Bharat Bouri 

. Pump Khalasi 

22-3-1967 

1 5. 

Shri Phulchand Kahar . 

Onsetter 

7-4-1967 

16. 

Shri Dhiri Bourin . 

. Depot Kamln 

16-5-1967 

17- 

Shri Saroda Bourin 

Do. 

16-5-1967 

18. 

Shri Biiola Bourin 

Do. 

16-5-1967 

19- 

Shri Bimola Bourin 

Do. 

16-5-1967 
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I 

2 


3 

4 

20. 

Shri Dasi Bourin . 


Do. 

16-5-1967 

21 . 

Shri Jhalo Mahatoin 


Do. 

16-5-1967 

22 . 

Shri Bawaw Kaharin 


Do. 

16-5-1967 

23 . 

Shri Rasi Bawrm . 


Do. 

16-5-1967 

24. 

Shri Bhiron Bawrin 


Do. 

16-5-1967 


If not, to what relief are these workmen entitled?" 

2, Shrl H, N. Singh, Vice President, Koyala Mazdoor Panchayat tiled written 
statement, for and on behalf of the workmen, on the 20th February, I960. On behalf 
of the employers the written statement was filed on the 14th October, 1909. 

3, It is not considered necessary to discuss respective stands of either party since 
the matter has been settled amicably through mutual compromise. Memorandum 
of compromise which has beeen signed hy Sri H. N. Singh, Vice President, Koyala 
Mazdoor Panchayat for and on behalf of the workmen and by Shri B- Singh, Person- 
nel Officer for and on hcholf of the management was filed before this Tribunal 
on the 16th May, 1970 by Shri R. S. Singh, Secretary of the Koyala Mazdoor Pan- 
chayat. In a separate petition filed by Shri R. S. Singh it has been prayed that 
the Tribunal may kindly make award in terms of the compromise. 

3 . The terms of compromise are mentioned below:— 

(a) That the workmen Sri Manohar Dusadh and 23 others mentioned in the 

schedule of the order are unwilling to join work due to old age. 

(b) And that the management have paid all their earned dues i.e.> wages, 

bonus etc. to -which they were entitled till the date they have worked. 

(c) That the management agrees to pay Rs. 200 (Rupees two hundred only) 

to each worker as ex-gratia payment towards notice nay and any other 

dues. 

(d) That the management agrees to make this payment to the respective 

workman within one month from the date of the award." 

4. The above terms of compromise are fair, and reasonable and are accepted. 
Accordingly I pass an award In terms of the joint petition of compromise, a copy 
of which is annexed with the award. 

5. This may be submitted to the Central Government under section 15 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


(Sd.) Sachidanand Sinha, 
Presiding Officer. 


BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL (NO. 3), DHANBAD. 

Reference No. 2 of 1969 

Between the Employers in relation to Khas Jeenagora Colliery, P.O. Khas Jeena- 
gora, Dlst. Dhanbad. 


And 

Their Workmen represented by the Koyala Mazdoor Panchayat, P.O. Jharia, 
Dlst. Dhanbad. 


Recital 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment by Notification 
No 2/125/B8-LRII dated 17th December, 1968 referred this dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal. The reference was In respect of stoppage of work of Sarvashrl 
Manohar Dusaad, Pump Khalasi and 23 others from the dates mentioned in Annex- 
ure "A" of the said order. 
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That the parties have filed their respective claims before this Tribunal, In 
the muKunl interest and good relations the management and the Panchayat have 
composed of the difference on the following terms and conditions: — 

Terms and Conditions. 

(1) That the workmen Sri Mnnohar Dussad and 2,3 others mentioned in the 
schedule of the order are unwilling to join work due to old age. 

(2) That the management have paid all their earned dues i,e. wages, bonus 
etc. to which they were entitled till the date they have worked, 

(3) That the management agrees to pay Rs. 200 (Rupees two hundred only) to 
each worker as ex-gra'tia payment towards notice pay and any other dues 

(4) That the management agrees to make this payment to the respective 
workmen within one month from the date of the Award. 


For the employers. 

Dated the 9th April 1970. 


For the workmen. 

(Sd.) Illegible 


[No. 2/125/C8-LR.IL] 


S.O. 3128. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Trihunal, (No. 2) Dhanbad, In the Industrial dis- 
pute between the employers In relation to the management of Simlabahal Colliery, 
Post Office Jharla (Dhanbad! and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on the 25th May, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) 

AT DHANBAD 


Present: 

Shri Nandaglrl Venkata Rao, Presiding Officer. 

Reference No. 1 of 1969 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) (d) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. 


Parties: 

Employers in relation to the Simlabahal Colliery, Post Office, Jharla 
(Dhanbad). 

And 

Their Workmen, 


Appearances: 

On behalf of the employers.— Shri P. K. Bose, Advocate. 

On behalf of the workmen , — Shri Prasanta Burman, Secretary, Krantikary 
Koyala Mazdoor Sangh. 

State; Bihar. Industry: Coal. 

Dhanbad, 20 th May, 1970/30th Vaisakha, 1892 Saka 
AWARD 

The Central Government, being of opinion that an Industrial dispute exists 
between the employers in relation to the Simlabahal Colliery, Post Office. Jharla 
'(Dhanbad) and their workmen, by its order No. 2/198/G8-LRII dated 4th Decem- 
ber, 1968 referred to this Tribunal under Section 10(1 )(d) of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, 1947 for adjudication the dispute In respect of the matters specified In 
the schedule annexed thereto. The schedule Is extracted below: - 

Schedule 

"Whether the management of Simlabahal Colliery, Post Office, Jharla (Dhan- 
had) was justified in stopping from work Sarvashrl_ Prahhu Shaw, 
Surface Trammer and Lalji Mahato, Prop Mistry, with effect from 
the 6th May, 1968 and the 2nd April, 1968 respectively? If not, to 
what relief are these workmen entitled?,’’ 

2. Workmen as well as the employers filed their statement of demands. 
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3. Sarvashrl Prabhu Shaw and Lalji Mahato (hereinafter referred to as the 

.affected workmen No. 1 and 2 respectively) were Surface Trammer Prop 

Mlstry respectively m Simlabahal colliery. From 6th May, 1968 and 2nd March, 
1968 respectively they are Idle and not working in their respective jobs. Ihese 
facts are not in dispute. Th© case of the workmen is that both the aflected work- 
men were permanent employees of the colliery, that they are members of Kranti- 
kary Koyala Mazdoor Sangh, that the employers are very much hostile to the 
union and_ when they became aware that the 2 aiiected workmen were members 
of the union they stopped them from workk malafldely and in contravention of 
the standing orders and that the 2 affected workmen require to be reinstated in 
their respective jobs with continuity of service and full back wages for the period 

01 their unjust unemployment. The employers filed their written statement raising 
a legal objection at the outset against sustainability of the reference. On merits 
the defence pleaded ts that both the affected workmen absented themselves from 
duty respectively with effect from 6th May, 1968 and 2nd April, 1968 without leave 

-of absence or without any Intimation to the management, that the management 
decided to take a lenient view of the offence committed by the 2 aflected work- 
men and instead of taking disciplinary action by issuing of charge-sheet and draw- 
ing up departmental proceedings, decided to keep them on badli list, that the 
management registered names of the 2 affected workmen in the badli list so that 
.at a future date, if the 2 affected workkmen so desired, may rejoin in employment, 
that the management of the colliery did not stop the affected workmen from work 
and that, as such, the action of the management was justified and the workmen 
were not entitled to any relief. The workmen were represented by Shri Prasanta 
Burman, Secretary, Krantikari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh and the employers by Shri 
P. K. Bose, Advocate. On admission by the employers, Exts. W. l and W. 2 for 
the workmen and on admission by the workmen, Ext. M. 1 for the employers were 
marked. On behalf of the workmen 2 witnesses were examined and Ext. W. 3 
was marked. The employers also examined 2 witnesses and marked Exts. M. 2, 
M. 2(a) and M. 2(b). 

4. The legal objection pleaded by the employers is that the dispute involved in 
■the reference Is not an ‘Industrial dispute’ In terms of the Industrial Disputes Act, 

1947, Inasmuch as the dispute Is not espoused by a substantial number of work- 
men nor have they authorised the union to sponsor the dispute on their behalf. 
The term ‘industrial dispute’ Is defined in Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 thus: — “Industrial Dispuute means any dispute or difference between 
employers and employers or between employers and workmen, or between work- 
men and workmen, which is connected with the employment or non-employment 
or the terms of employment or with the conditions of labour of any person.’’ In 
the present case the 2 affected workmen were permanent employees in th colliery. 
In para 2 of their statement oi demands the workmen had pleaded that the 2 
affected workmen were permanent employees. This plea Is not denied by the em- 
ployers. According to the employers the names of the 2 affected workmen are 
registered in the badli list, which only means that their permanent employment is 
terminated. The dispute In respect of termination of service of the 2 affected 
workmen is sponsored by Krantlkari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh. It is to he seen if 
the Krantikari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh could espouse the dispute in respect of the 

2 affected workmen. The failure report of the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(C)-II dated 23rd September, 1968 accompanying the order of reference shows that 
the Secretary, Krantlkari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh had raised the dispute In this 
regard. WW, 1 is the Secretary of the Krantlkari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh from 
1968. He had brought to the Tribunal the original membership register of the 
Krantlkari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh and showed the name of the affected workman 
at SI. No. 1 on page 55 and the name of the affected workman No. 2 at SI. No. 50 
at page 50, proving thereby that the 2 affected workmen were members of the 
Krantikari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh in 1968. The extract of the membership 
register to the extent of the 2 affected workmen ts Ext. W. 3. The witness has 
deposed that the extract was compared by him with the register and It was correct. 
TTo cross-examination Is directed to elecit that Ext. W. 3 Is not a true extract 
or the original membership register or it can not be relied upon. It is argued for 
the employers that the original membership register does not bear signature of 
the auditor. Firstly, no rule is referred to under which signature of the auditor 
is necessary on the register. Secondly, the witness WW. 1 has explained that the 
register Is audited on the basis of the extract prepared of it by the auditor him- 
self It Is argued that the Secretary of the Union was not competent to raise the 
dispute and only the General Secretary could do it. But the constitution of the 
union is neither summoned nor produced. An objection also is raised that the 
-counterfoil receipt books are not produced to show that the affected workmen had 
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paid their subscriptions. WW. 2, the affected workman No. 1 has stated in the 
cross-examination that he was given receipts for paying his subscriptions but he ■ 
did not bring them to the Court. The Employers did not insist that the receipts 
should bat. produced. That apart, there is absolutely no rebuttal to the evidence 
of WW. 1 and Ext, W. 3. There is no reason why the evidence of WW. 1 should 
not be believed. Before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C) phanbad the 
dispute was raised by the Secretary, Krantikari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh and the 
employers had opportunity to challenge Krantikari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh or its 
Secretary to raise the dispute regarding the 2 affected workkmen. But they did 
not raise any such objection. The only thing contended on their behalf was that 
the union was an unrecognised one. The non-recognition of the union has no 
bearing on its capacity to espouse the cause of the 2 affected workmen under the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Further, as I have already pointed out the dispute 
virtually relates to termination of service of the 2 affected workmen, Under Sec- 
tion 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 where an employer discharges, dis- 
misses, retrenches or otherwise terminates the services of an individual workman, 
any dispute or difference between that workmkan and his employer connected with, 
or arising out of, such discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination shall be 
deemed to be an industrial dispute notwithstanding that no other workman nor 
any union of workmen is a party to the dispute. Even if it is assumed that Shri 
Prasanta Burman, Secretary, Krantikari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh is not properly 
authorised by the affected workmken the reference has to be decided on its merits 
and It cannot be dismissed for default of appearance of both or either of the two 
affected workmen. In this view I find no substance in the legal objection raised' 
on behalf of the employers. It is over-ruled. 

5. It is an admitted position that the 2 affected workmen did not work with 
effect from 6th May. 1968 and 2nd April, 1968 respectively In their jobs. The 
case of the workmen is that the 2 affected workmen were stopped from work by the 
management, while the plea of the employers Is that the 2 affected workmen absented 
themselves without leave or Intimation, The workmen tried to show by examin- 
ing WW. 2 that he was stopped from work by the attendence clerk, Shri Umesh 
Babu because he did not oblige Sbri Tarini Babu, Cashier by giving his L.T.I. on 
a blank paDer. In rebuttal the employers examined Shri Tarini Prasad, MW. 2 to 
deny that he had asked WW. 2 for his L.T.I. on a b’ank paper. They have also' 
examined the then Manager, MW. 1 to show that he had not stopped the affected 
workmen from resuming their duty. This evidence has no value, inasmuch as the 
written statement of the workmen has no mention in it about the incident and it 
appears to me purely an afterthought. This apart, the reference clearly mentions 
that the 2 affected workmen were stopped from work and the on’y question refer- 
red for adiudicatlon is justification or otherwise on the pnrt of the management In 
stopping the 2 affected workmen from work. In this view it is not open to this 
Tribunal to go beyond the terms of reference and probe into the question whether 
the affected workmen were stopped from work or n,ot. I have to start from 
the basis that the 2 affecled workmen were stonped from work by the manage- 
ment. For this view I find ample support in the decision of the Supreme Court in 
Delhi Cloth and General Mills Co. Ltd. Vs. Their workmen and others (1967- 
1-L.L.J. 423). The only justification pleaded by the employers is that the 2 affected 
workmken had absented and as such their services were terminated and their 
names were put in the badli list. The action of the employers should be justified 
either by the standing orders or any other- law. Under Section 1 of th- Industrial 
Employment ( Standing Orders) Act, 1946 the Act applies to every industrial estab- 
lishment in the whole of India, except the State of Jammu & Kashmir, wherein 
100 or more workmen are employed. It is not in dispute that the Act applies to 
Simlabahal Coffierv of the employers. MW. 1, who was once the Manager of the 
colliery has admitted that there were standing orders applicable to the colliery. 
But the employers have not produced the standing orders for the reasons best 
known to them. MW. 1 says that without reference to the standing orders he 
could not name the provision regarding badli workmen. Under Section 12-A of 
the Act there is reference to the Model Standing Orders prescribed under Sehedule 
I of the Rules. These Model Standing Orders, under Rule 3 are the baris on which 
the standing orders should he framed. According to the rules ‘badli is a work- 
man who is appointed in the post of a permanent workman or probationer who is 
temporarily absent. Under Rule 9(3) if the workman remains absent beyond the 
period of leave originally granted or subsequently extended, he shaff loose his h°n 
on his appointment un’ess he returns within 8 days etc. Under Rule 14(31 mis- 
conducts for which disciplinary action can he taken and the employee can he dis- 
missed are enumerated and absence without leave for more than TO days is one or 
the misconducts. It follows that if an employee goes on leave hut does not return 
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within 8 days his hen is liable to be terminated on his job and his name put on the 
badli list and no further enquiry is necessary. When he absents himself for more 
than 10 days he commits a misconduct for which under Rule 14(4) a departmental 
enquiry is necessary, in the Instant case the defence pleaded by the empliiyers tor 
putting the names of the 2 alfected workmen on badli list is that they absented 
themselves without leave or intimation. Obviously, if the 2 alfected workmen 
absented themselves without leave or intimation for more than 10 days they should 
be deemed to have committed a misconduct, but their services could not be termi- 
nated before holding a departmental enquiry. It is not the case of the employers 
that the 2 affected workmen had gone on leave or remained absent beyond the 
period of leave originally granted or subsequently extended. Hence Rule 9(2) has 
no application. It is argued for the employers that they had taken a lenient view 
and instead of holding a departmental enquiry they put the names of the 2 affec- 
ted workmen on the badli list. Whether this action on the part of the employers 
is lenient or not is a debatable question, It is manifest that without holding a 
departmental enquiry they have terminated the services of the 2 affected workmen 
which they could do only after holding departmental enquiry for committing 
a misconduct. The result achieved by the employers Is the same, namely, ter- 
mination of their services and putting the names of the 2 affected workmen on 
"the badli list is not material, inasmuch as it is left to the pleasure of the em- 
ployers to provide work to badli workmen whenever they choose. I find no justi- 
fication whatsoever in the employers in stopping the 2 affected workmen from 
work and putting their names on the badli list. It is to be noted that in the 
statement filed by them the employers had stated that they had put the names 
of the 2 affected workmen on the badli list "so that at a future date if the 2 
workmen so desire may rejoin in employment.” But inspite of the grievance of 
the 2 affected workmen having been agitated before the Assistant Labour Commi- 
ssioner and the Tribunal the employers have not comeforth with the offer of the 
previous jobs to the 2 affected workmen. It does not show bonafldes on the part 
of the employers and probablises that they have victimised the 2 affected work- 
men for their being members of Krantikari Koyala Mazdoor Sangh, as pleaded 
by the workmen. 

6. I, therefore, find that the management of Simlabahal colliery, Post Office, 
-Jharia (Dhanbad) was not justified in stopping from work Sarvashrl Prabhu 
Shaw, Surface Trammer and Lalji Mahato, Prop Mistry with effect from the 6th 
May 1968 and the 2nd April, 1968 respectively, and. consequently, they Rre en- 
titled to be reinstated In their original jobs with continuity of their service and 
back wages and other emoluments from the above dates. The award is made 
accordingly and submitted under Section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

(Sd.) N. Venkata Rao, 
Presiding Officer, 

Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal (No. 2), Dhanbad. 

[No. 2/190/ 68-LR.II] 


S.O. 2129. — Tn pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
0 4 of 19471, the Central Government hcrehy publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bombay. In the industrial dispute between 
-the employers in relation to Junewani Manganese Mine of Messrs. Khandelwal Ferro 
Alloys Limited Kanhan and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on the 29th May, 1970. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, 

BOMBAY. 

Reference No. CGIT-2/8 of 1969 

Employers in relation to the Junewani Manganese Mine of Messrs. Khandelwal 
'Ferro Alloys Ltd. Kanhan 

And 

Their Workmen. 

'Present; 

Sbri N K. Vani, Presiding Officer. 
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Appearances: 

For the Employers . — Shri K. K. Khandelwal, Personnel Officer, M/s. Khan- 
delwal Ferro Alloys Ltd. 

For the Workmen . — Shri N. H, Kumbhare, President, Sidhartha Manganese 
Khadan Kamgar Sangh, P.O. Kamptee, Dist. Nagpur. 

Industry: Manganese Ore. State: Maharashtra. 

Bombay, the 23rd May 1970 

AWARD PART I 

By Order No, 35(19)/68-LR.I, dated 22nd April, 1969, the Government of India, 
in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour 
and Employment) in exercise ot the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication, an industrial dispute existing between the employ- 
ers in relation to the Junewani Manganese Mine of Messrs. Khandelwal Ferro 
Alloys Limited, Kanhan and their workmen, in respect of the matter specified In. 
•the Schedule mentioned below: — 


Schedule 

I. Whether the demand of the workmen employed In the Junewani Manganese 
Mine of Messrs. Khandelwal Ferro Alloys Limited, Kanhan, for the 
revision of the wage structure is justifed? If so, what should be the 
wage structure? 

(ii) Whether the demand of the workmen aforesaid for grant of sick leave ifl 
justified? It so, what should be quantum of the leave? 


2. Shri N. H. Kumbhare, President of the Sidharth Manganese Khadan Kamgar 
Sangh ha.s filed written statement on behalf of the employees at Ex. 1/W on 8th 
August, 1969. According to him; 


(1) The workers employed in the Junewani Manganese Mine of M/s. Khan- 
delwal Ferro Alloys Limited, are paid on piece rate basis. Their 
earnings depend upon the work of earth cutting and the Manganese 
Ore extracted from the mines. Op an average the workers’ e.^ni.iga 
do not exceed Rs, 2.0(1 per day. The wages earned by the workers do 
not represent even half of the minimum wages. 


(ii) Each piece rate worker i.e. unsklled worker be paid Rs, 5 per day or 
in the alternative wages be fixed as per wage structure fixed by the 
Wage Board for Coal Mines. The fixation of rute at Rs. 5 1 00 is in 
accordance 'with the recommendations of the Fair Wage Committee 
and the Awards given by the Industrial Tribunals and Wage Board- 
The work which the Manganese workers put. in and the conditions and 
hazards to which he is exposed are the same as that of workers in 
the Coal Mines. It would be, therefore, just and proper to adopt 
wage structure of Coal Mines. 

■(lii) The workers in the Manganese Mines should be classified as mentioned 
below with respective minimum wages: — - 


<a) Under ground piece worker 

(b) Other underground worker 

(c) Surface piece worker 

(d) Boulder and Dump Worker 

(e) Other worker 


Wage per day 

Rs. 6.50 
Rs. 5 . 50 
Rs. 5.50 
Rs. 5.50 
Rs. 5 . 00 


fiv) The workers be given paid sick leave. It is the management s moral 
responsibility to grant the workers paid sick leave. The managements 
of the Manganese Mines still cling to the outmoded and utterly des- 
picable theory of granting ex-nratla sick leave. Sick leave with pay 
has been recognised as a valuable right of workers by legislation ana 
partly by convention on humanitarian consideration. If sucli le£lv® 
is to be without pay the worker will never feel any urge to avail 
of It for fear of losing wages- 


3 Shri R. N. Khandelwal. Director of Khandelwal Ferro Alloys Limited haa 
filed' written statement on behalf of the employers at Ex. 2/E, According to him 


(i) The reference i s not clear. The demands mentioned in the Schedule pre- 
suppose categories in respect of whom wage structure will have to D« 
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fixed. As there is no reference made for categories and classification of 
workers the instant demands cannot be adjudicated. 

(11) The Mining lease of the Junekvani Mines was given to the management 
in September, 1985. Since then, they have not been making any 
profit. On the other hand they are losing every year. 

(Hi) During the years 1968 — 68 when the management suffered losses the 
average wage paid to each worker was Be. 1-65 per day. Thereafter 
in view of the statutory provisions of Minimum wages, the same has 
been raised to Rs. 2.40 per day. As the Minimum Wages have been 
fixed by the Government there is no question of examining the wage 
structure or increasing the wage structure unless the reference is for 
claiming Living Wages. 

(Iv) The categories which were referred to by the Sangh have not been re- 
ferred in the reference. They are imaginary. 

(v) The demand as to grant of sick leave to the workers is one which 
would land the management in further financial losses. 

(vl) The financial position of the company does not permit any additional 
burden by way of sick leave. The demands made by the Sangh are 
entirely misconceived, unjustifiable and liable to be rejected. 

4. The company has filed rejoinder at Ex. 3/E, According to the company r 


(i) The persons working on piece rate are engaged by the contractors. They 
are their employers. The company or the management has nothing 
to do with them. 

(U) Working in the manganese mines cannot be compared y/ith working in 
the Coal Mines. 

(lit) The company provides to even piece-rated persons the facilities of giving, 
free patent medicines, fair price shop at controlled prices, free fire 
wood and arrangements for drinking water, and hutments free of 
charge. 

(Iv) The comparison of the Manganese Mines with Coal Mineg is erroneous 
and basically wrong. The wage structure of coal mines cannot be 
adopted in Manganese Mines. Hazards in Coal Mines and Manganese- 
Mines are not the same- In the Coal Mines, the hazards, physical 
discomforts are very great as compared to the conditions in the man- 
ganese mines. 

(v) The persons working on piece rate in, the Junewani mines have no con- 

tract of employment with the management. The contractors fix th£ r 
rate g of emoluments. They have not been joined as a party to tne 
reference Hence this reference is not tenable in law. 

(vi) There are also time-rate workmen, working on the mine These persons 

working on time rate may be described as Pump attendant helper. 
Compressor Driver, Mate for supervising, Chowkldar for general duty. 
In addition to them there is a foreman m the employment of the mana 
gement. In the office there is a clerk as well as a cashier. 

(vii) The impact of increase in wages and grant of other demands In res- 

( pect of un-skilled employees on the aforesaid time-rated persons can- 

not be ignored. 

(vlii) All demands made by the employees be rejected, 
c nn the date of hearing Shrl W. D. Sugdeo, Ex. 9/W was examined on behalf 
of the employ^ at Nagpur* on 8th January, 1970 and 10th January, 1970. 

8. After the examination of Shri Sugdeo was over the employer gave applica- 
tion Ex 11 /E. The application is as follows:— 

’ -Application for examining the tenabllity of the Reference and for ap- 
propriate orders. 

Employer in this case begs to apply as under . . . h 

SE-a a ra.’SfS tss^s «» 

Vldarbha region. 
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2. That in the interest of industrial peace and tor respecting the principles of 
law laid down by the llon'ble the Supreme Court of India to the effect 
that wages should be fixed Region-wise, it Is necessary to join as 
parties and to have on record all the interested parties and the parties 
/wfiio (ire likely to be affected by a n award ay may be passed in the 
instanL case. 

That the employer lias already raised in the written-Statement the con- 
tention that the Contractors are the necessary parties and that it is 
necessary to join them as parties to this case. 

8. That in the circumstances it is clear that action as contemplated by the 
provision of S. 10(5) should be taken. The employer therefore 
craves indulgence of this Hon'ble Court to be at liberty to move 
the appropriate Govt, accordingly in the interest of justice. 

4. The employer submits that on the facts as they are deposed to by the 
witness of the Workmen, the reference will have to be found to be 
untenable in law’, in the absence of the similar establishments as 
parties to the instant reference. 

Employer therefore prays that this Hon’ble Court be pleased to pass appro- 
priate orders on the aforesaid contentions, in the interest of saving 
public time and in the interest of justice.’’ 

7. As the employer gave application at Ex. 11/E, the workmen were called 
upon to submit their say. 

8. Shri N. H. Kumbhare, President of the Sangh on behalf of the workmen 
gave reply at Ex. 13/W. That reply is as follows: — 

“In reply to an application made by the employer challenging the tenability 
of the reference, the Union begs to file this reply as under: 

1. As to para. 1, — As regards the pending Reference No. 6/55 the same is 

in respect of those employees whose names are given in the sche- 
dule and that the same is not for the manganese industries as a 
whole. This is evident from the fact that the Manganese Ore India 
Ltd., which employed largest number of workers is not covered by 
this Reference, and all other manganese mines barring a few' man- 
ganese mines to ’which the Reference is applicable, have been closed. 

2. As to para. 2, — It is denied that in the instant reference, the other man- 

ganese mines are the necessary party and as regards the contention 
of the employer that the contractors are necessary parties, it Is sub- 
mitted that the said contention is not well-founded and in case the 
applicant is not held to be an Employer, the Reference could be 
dismissed as against this employer but the non-joinder of the con- 
tractors would not render this Reference as untenable. 

8 As regards para. 3. — It is not within the competence of this Tribunal 
to grant any such request seeking indulgence of this Honourable 
Court for purpose of moving the appropriate Government. 

4 That the ground on which the tenability of the Reference is challenged, 
is misconceived and the application therefore liable to be dismissed 
with costs.* 

9. In view of Exhibits at 11/E and 13/W, points for consideration are as fol- 
lows:— . 

(i) Whether similar establishments are necessary parties to this reference? 

(li) Whether the contractors arc necessary parties to this reference? 

(iii) Whether the contractors are liable for the claim made by the em- 
ployees? 

(lv) What order? 

10. My findings are as follows: — 

(i) No 

(il) Yes 

(lli) Yes 

(iv) As per order, 
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Reasons 

Point No. (i); 

11. It is contended on behalf of the employers that this reference is not ten- 
able in law in the absence of similar establishments as parties to the instant refe- 
rence. 

12. In order to consider the question whether similar establishments are neces- 
sary parties to this reference, it is necesary to refer to Section 10(5) of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947. Section 10(5) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is as 
follows: — - 

“Where dispute concerning any establishment or establishments has been 
or is to be referred to a Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal 
under this Section and the appropriate Government is of opinion 
whether on an application made to it in this behalf or otherwise that 
the dispute is of such a nature that any other establishment, group 
or class of establishments of similar nature is likely to be interested 
in, or affected by such dispute, the appropriate Government may, at 
the time of making the reference or at any time thereafter but before 
the submission of the award, include in that reference such establish- 
ment, group or class of establishments whether or not at the time of 
such inclusion any dispute exists or is apprehended in that estab- 
lishment, group or class of establishments.” 

13. It is clear from the above provision that it is for the appropriate Govern- 
ment to include in the reference any establishment, group or class of establish- 
ments, whether or not at the time of such inclusion any dispute exists or is 
apprehended in the establishment, group or class of establishments, if it is of 
the opinion that the dispute is of such a nature that any other establishment, 
group or class of establishments of similar nature is likely to be affected by such 
dispute, In the present case the appropriate Government has not included any 
other establishment either suo motu or on an application made to it in this behalf. 
If the appropriate Government has not included any other similar establishments 
in this reference it will not make the present reference invalid. It is open to 
the Government to include any other similar establishments at any time before 
the submission of the Award, 

14. Similar establishments are not necessary parties to this reference because 
the employee in this case are not concerned with those establishments and 
because they have got no claim against those establishments. At the most similar 
establishments may be proper parties. 

15. A careful perusal of the provision of the Industrial Disputes Act, referred 
to above, clearly shows that similar establishments are not the necessary parties 
and that the reference in question will not be untenable, in the absence of 
similar establishments as parties to this reference. 

10. It is open to the employers to move the Government at any time for 
impleading similar establishments in this reference before the submission of 
the Award 

17. In short, considering the arguments advanced on behalf of both the parties 
I am of the view that similar establishments are not the necessary parties to 
this reference. Hence my finding on Point No. (i) is in the negative. 

Point No'S. (H) , (Hi) ar»d (in); — 

18. It is contended on behalf of the employers that the persons working on 
piece rate in the Junewani Mines have no contract of employment with the 
management and that the contractors fix their rates of emoluments. It is further 
contended that as the Contractors have not been joined as a parly to the reference, 
the same is not tenable In law. 

19. In the present case, Shri W. D, Sugdeo was examined at Ex. 9/W on behalf 
of the employees. In his cross-examination he admits as follows : — 

"There is one Contractor by name Shri Thakur in Junewani Mine who 
is engaged by Khandelwal. There is also another contractor Shri 
M. A. Kedar. He is also engaged by Khandelwal, I did not see 
how many workers there were of each contractors, 

I made enquiry among workers in the mine as to who employed them 
and who are paying them wages, I was told that they were employed 
by contractors and that contractors were paying them wages.” 
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20. On the admission of Shri Sugdeo, it is crystal clear that the workers 
•employ^ in the mine are engaged by the contractors end that they ore paid 
bjg the contractors. 

21. The employers have produced certain documents on record. Ex. 4/E 
is a copy of Indenture of Raising Contract, between M/s Khandelwal Ferro 
Alloys Limited and Shri Ramraji Thakur. 

22. Paras. 3 to 0 in Ex. 4/E arc as follows : — 

“3. Party No. 2 shall engage and employ such labourers who are approved 
by the Mines Manager or the Agent of Party No. 1. 

4. Party No. 2 shall be responsible for payment of wages to their labourers 

for raising of Manganese ore and earth-cutting and development as 
per existing Payment of Wages Act, Mines Rules and Regulations 
and nay to his labourers Minimum Act Wages, In case the average 
earning of the labourers employed by Party No. 2 falls below the 
minimum wages, the payment of such difference will be made good 
biy Party No. 1 and deducted from tho bills of Party No. 2. 

5. Party No. 2 shall be responsible for all dues, due to the labourers 

employed by him such as regular wages, leave wages (including paid 
holidays etc.) maternity benefit, workmen compensation, retrench- 
ment compensation. Bonus etc. If any claim arises out of non- 
payment of such dues. Party No. 1 shall be at liberty to pay such 
claims and recover the same from Raising bills or Security deposit 
of Party No. 2. 

6. The labourers employed by Party No. 2 at the said mines shall be the 

employees of Partv No, 2 and Parly No. 1 shall not be liable for 
payment of any liability arising out of employment of such labourers 
or staff of Party No. 2.” 

23. The terms of agreement between the Company (Party No. 1) and its 
contractor .Party No. 2) mentioned above clearly show that the employees em- 
ployed by Party No. 2 in the said mine shall be the employees of Party No. 2. 
In view of this specific agreement, there can be no doubt that piece rate workers 
are the employees of the contractors. 

24. Para 5 of the agreement referred to above clearly shows that the con- 
tractor shall be responsible for all the dues due to the labourers employed by 
him such as regular wages, leave wages (including paid holidays etc.), maternity 
benefit, workmen compensation, retrenchment compensation, Bonus, etc. It is 
therefore clear that the contractors are liable for the wages etc. due to piece 
rate workers. 

25. As the piece raee workers are the employees of the contractors and as 
the contractors are liable to pay the dues of the piece rate workers, I am of 
the view that the contractors are necessary parties to this reference. They are 
also liable for tho claim made by the employees. 

26. It also appears from para. 3 of the agreement referred to above that the 
contractors can employ only such labourers who were approved by the Mines 
Manager or the Agent of Party No. 1. Para, 4 of the agreement referred to 
above shows that in case the average earning of the labourers employed by the 
contractor falls below the minimum wages, the payment of such difference will 
be made good by Party No. 1 and deducted from the bills of Party No. 2. 
Para. 5 of the agreement referred to above shows that if any claim arises out of 
non-payment of dues such as regular wages, leave wages (including paid Holidays 
etc.), maternity benefit, retrenchment compensation. Bonus, etc., Party No. 1 
shall be at liberty to pay such claims and recover the same from Raising hills 
or Security deposit of Party No. 2. 

27. It is clear from the above mentioned paragraphs of the agreement that 
Party No. 1 is also responsible for the claims of the employees to some extent 
It means that contractors as well as Party No. 1 are responsible for the dues of 
the employees. The contractors in question are not independent contractors. 

28. The next point is whether this Tribunal is competent to bring the con- 
tactors on record as parties under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 


29. In order to consider the question, whether the contractors who are neces- 
sary parties to this reference and who are liable for the claims of the employees 
alongwith the company can be made partites to this reference, it is necessary 
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to refer to Section 18 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, Section 18 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 Is as follows: — 


‘T8, Persons on whom settlements and ’awards are binding : — 

(1) A settlement arrived at by agreement between the employer and 
workmen otherwise than in the course of conciliation proceeding 
shail be binding on the parties to the agreement. 

(23 Subject to the provisions of sub-section (3) an arbitration award 
which has become enforceable shall be binding on the parties to 
the agreement who referred the dispute to arbitration. 

(3) A settlement arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings 
under this Act or an arbitration award in a case where a 
notification has been issued under sub-section (3-A) of Section 
10-A or an award of a Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal, 
which has become enforceable shall be binding on — 

(a) all parties to the industrial dispute; 

(b) all other parties summoned to appear in the proceedings as parties 

to the dispute unless Board, Arbitrator, Labour Court, Tribunal 
or National Tribunal as the case may be, records the opinion 
that they were so summoned without proper cause; 

(c) where a party referred to in clause (a) or clause (b) is an employer. 

his 'heirs, successors or assigns in respect of the establishment 
to which the dispute relates; 

(d) where a party referred to in clause (a) or clause (b) is composed 
of workmen all persons who were employed in the establishment 
or part of the establishment, as the case may be to which the 
dispute relates on the date of dispute, and all persons who 
subsequently become employed in that establishment or part.” 

30. Section 18(b) has been considered by their Lordships of Madras High Court 
in the case between Radhakrishna Mills Ltd. Coimbatore and Industrial Tribunal, 
Madras and others reported in 1954, 1, LLJ, page 295. In that case it has been 
observed as follows; — 

“Section 18(b) of tb. necessarily implies that parties other than the 
original parties , ,n industrial dispute can be summoned as parties 
to the proceeding. Therefore by necessary implication there is vested 
in the industrial tribunal a power to add any person or establishment 
whose presence is necessary or proper for the due and just adjudication 
of the disputes and make them parties to the proceeding. Clause (b) 
of S 18 when it speaks of all other parties summoned to appear in the- 
proceeding’ as parties to the dispute, necessarily implies that some 
persons other than the original parties to the dispute or persons 
whom the State Government had subsequently added under b 1U(B) 
summoned in order that the award may become enforceable, and 
binding on those parties also. Section 18(b) is similar to order 1„ 
rule 19(2) of Civil Procedure Code,”. 


31 In the case between P. G. Brookes and the Industrial Tribunal, Madras and 
other* reported in 1953, II, LLJ, page 1, it has been observed as follows: — 

“While Section 18(a) of the Act deals with all parties (to the reference) 
to the industrial dispute. Section 18(b) refers to all other parties 
summoned to appear as parties in the dispute. This nccessarny im- 
plies that parties other than the original parties to an industrial dis 
nute can be summoned as parties to the proceeding. Such parties 
can be summoned at the instance of a party or sun rnatu by the 
tribunal by issuing notice to them. It must be held that, Section 
18(b) by necessary implication gives power to the tribunal m add 
parties.” 

19 Relvlne on the above mentioned two rulings, I hold that Section 18(b) by 
necessary implication gives powers to this tribunal to add parties. I, therefore 
SSuttS this Tribunal has got jurisdiction to implied contractors as parties to 
this proceedings suo moiu or on the application of any part} . 

99 Shri Kumbhare President of the Sangh contends on behalf of the em- 

would not render this reference as untenable. I am unable to accept tins con 

tention. 
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34. In the absence of contractors on record, the award in this reference will 
not be .binding on them. As they arc necessary parties and as they are liable 
for the'dues of the employees alongvvith the company, it is necessary to bring' 
them on record, It' the reference is dismissed for not bringing the contractors 
on record, it will have the effect of delaying litigation. To avoid multiplicity of 
litigation, I direct that the parties concerned should give the names and addresses 
of the contractors of the company for issuing them summons. Hence my findings 
on Point Nos. (ii), (hi) and (iv) are as above. 

35. In the end I pass the following order: — 

Order 

(i) It is hereby declared that the contractors appointed by M/s. Khandelwal 
Ferro Alloys Limited in their Junewani Manganese Mine arc neces- 
sary parties to this reference. 

(it) M/s. Khandelwal Ferro Alloys Limited, Kanhan are directed to give 
names and addresses of the contractors appointed by them in their 
Junewani Manganese Mine within one month from the date of publi- 
cation of this Award in the Official Gazette. 

On receipt of necessary information summons be issued to the con- 
tractors concerned. 

(iv) Award Part I is mode accordingly. 

(Sd.) N, K, Vani, 
Presiding Officer, 

Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 2, 
Bombay, 

INo. 35(19) /C8-LR-IV.] 

New Delhi, the 6lh June 1970 

S.O. 2130. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, in the Industrial dispute bet- 
ween the employers in relation to the management of Messrs Bengal Coal Com- 
pany LimileT Post Office Dissergarh, District Burdwan (West Bengal) and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government on the 25th May, 1970. 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 


Reference No. 1 of 1970 


Parties; 

Employers in relation to the management of Messrs Bengal Coal Company 
Limited, 


And 


Their workmen. 

Present : 

Mr, B. N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer 


Appearances: , 

On behalf of management — Sri D. Narsmgh, Advocate. 

On behalf of workmen — Sri Giridhar Mukherjee, Advocate. 

State: West Bengal. Industry: Coal Mines. 

AWARD 


By Order No. 6/75/69-LRII, dated December, 1969, the Government of India, 
In the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour 
and Employment) , referred the following industrial dispute between the employ- 
ers in relation to the management of Messrs Bengal Coal Company Limited and 
Iheir workmen, to this Tribunal, for adjudication, n&mely. 

"Whether the management of Messrs Bengal Coal Company Limited. Sanc- 
toria, District Burdwan (West Bengal) was justified m terminating 
the services of Shri Shysmanada Band!, Clerk with effect from the 
11th February, 1969? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled? 
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2 ' ^ le _? ase made by the workman, in his written statement, may be briefly 
snmmarised as herembelow stated. The workman feel indisposed tor a few days 
in the month of February 1969 and was getting himself treated in a hospital, known, 
as the Sanatoria hospital, run by the employer Company. After about seven days 
of treatment m the outdoor department, h e was told by Dr. B B Mukherjee of 
the hospital that he was medically unfit to perform his duties. ^Nevertheless he 
says, he went to his department to report for duty but was not allowed to resume 
He makes the grievance that: 


‘He was not given anything in writing by the medical officer Dr. B. B 
Mukherjee or the Superintendent, Medical Service, Sanctoria hospital 
that he was medically unfit. Uptill now he has not been given any 
verdict of any medical office in writing about his medical unfitness.” 


In paragraph 3 of the written statement, he states further that his attempts for- 
being allowed to resume his duties went unheeded. On his initiative, he says 
the matter was referred to the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), Asansol, for 
conciliation. According to him, as he states in paragraph 4: 

“During the discussion the ALC(C) requested to the representative of the 
company Shri B. N. Lala to come into the basis of an agreement by- 
providing two of my sons with employments in which one should be 
given proper employment on the surface and the other should be- 
given under ground jobs, and my gratuities, etc. to be paid at the 
earliest. Moreover the management took a lot of time in dilli-dally- 

ing and finally turned down the requests made by the Assistant 

Labour Commissioner (C) Asansol.” 

In paragraph 5 of the written statement, he pleads that he has been found medi- 
cally fit by the Chief Medical Officer and the Medical Specialist of the Sadar 
Hospital at Purulia. He claims: 

(a) for declaration that the termination of his service is unjustified. 

(b) for a direction of reinstatement in his former post. 

(c) for payment of back wages and allowance for the period of his forced 

unemployment. 


3. The management also, filed a written statement. In paragraph 2 of the writ- 
ten statement it was disputed that the workman became indisposed for a few 
days only in February, 1969. It was stated in the same paragraph: 

“He had also been ailing for some time before Februry, 1969, and had been, 
under the treatment of doctors of the Company’s Sanctoria Hospital. 
He was examined on 10th February, 1969, by two doctors of the hos- 
pital, namely Doctors G. S. Basak and C. R. Mahata, who were treat- 
ing him. They found him unfit for further work. On the same day 
he was also examined by Dr. B. Mukherjee, a Specialist, who also, 
concurred with the opinion of the other two Doctors. All the doctors 
had accordingly advised him on the very day that he was found unfit 
for further service. His services were, therefore, terminated from the 
following day, though he was paid his wages for the entire month of 
February, 1969.” 


In paragraph 3. 4 and 5 of the written statement, the management stated, the 
workman himself admitted that he was bedridden and asked for continued free 
treatment, in the hospital, for the malady from which he was suffering. The 
management acceded to his request to this extent that his application for further 
treatment would be considered when the occasion would arise. In paragraph (» 
of the written statement the management took up the stand that since the services 
of the workman stood terminated on medical ground, there was no question of 
allowing him to resume duty. It was however stated, in paragraph 7 of the writ- 
ten Statement: 

“It is, however, submitted that two of his sons were already in the employ- 
ment of the Management when his service was terminated. A third 
son was. also employed under the Management till some time before 
the workman was discharged and but could not get on with his job. 
He was however, given another chance by the Management’s letter 
dated 22nd February 1969, but he did not prefer to. accept the offer. 
Although the Management had no rules for payment of gratuity and 
the workman was not entitled to it as a matter of right, he was offer- 
ed on ex-gratia sum of Rs. 3,400/- in view of his long service. He has, 
however, not availed of that offer despite several reminders. It is 
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further submitted without prejudice that it was not a condition of 
service of the workman that on the termination of his services, his 
sons would be employed the Management, though it tried to accommo- 
date his desire as far as possible.” 

With regard to the medical certificate given by the Purulia doctors the manage- 
ment stated in paragraph 8 of the written statement; 

“It is, however, further submitted that the_ reference to an alleged medical 
examination on any subsequent date is not relevant for the determi- 
nation of ^hc specific issue referred to the Tribunal for adjudication. 
No medical certificate from any Doctor was produced by the work- 
man before the Management before his services were terminated, 
apart from the further submission that it is not obligatory on the 
Management to accept a particular medical certificate in preference 
to the certificate granted by its own Medical Officers after examining 
the workman.” 

This is in short the substance of the pleadings, which I need bear in mind. 

4. The question referred to me need be examined from two aspects. Firstly, 
whether the management at all had the right to terminate the services of the 
workman on the ground of medical unfitness and secondly, whether he was really 
and in fact medically unfit for service. 

6. Now, so far as the first aspect of the question is concerned, the position of 
law is that every contract of employment carries with it the implied term that 
the employee shall work and the employer shall pay. Premature retirement on 
medical grounds is often provided for in the service rules, Standing orders or 
Contracts of service. Bui even In the absence of any such express provision 
there is the Implied provision to the same effect. Where for medical reasons an 
employee become unfit for work, there is a frustration of the contract of employ- 
ment leading to the discharge from service of the employee. The point came up 
for collateral consideration by the Supreme Court in the case of Workmen of 
Bangalore Woollen, Cotton and Silk Mills Company Ltd. and its management, 
(1962) I LLJ 213. The context in which the point came up for consideration was 
whether ten workmen, who had been discharged on the ground of health were 
entitled to retrenchment compensation. Holding that the ten workmen were not 
entitled to retrenchment compensation, Sarkar J, (as he then was) held at pp 216- 
17; 

“Now when a workman is discharged on the ground that he is medically 
unfit, as happened in the case of the ten workmen with whom alone 
we are concerned in this appeal, it cannot be said that they had been 
discharged on the ground that their services were no longer required; 
on the contrary, they were not In a fit condition of health to continue 
in service at all. Their physical condition prevented them from 
rendering the service lor which they had been employed. The reason 
for their discharge was that they could not render the services re- 
required of them and which under the contracts of service they were 
bound to render. Their services cannot be said to have been termi- 
nated on the ground that such services were not required, 

# * * • + 

The definition makes “retrenchment”, a termination of service. It seems 
to us that a service cannot be said to be terminated unless it was 
capable of being continued. If it is not capable of being continued, 
that is to say, In the same manner in w'hich it had been going on 
before, and It is therefore, brought to an end, that is not a termina- 
tion of the service. It is the contract of service which is terminated 
and that contract requires certain physical fitness in the workmen. 
Where, therefore, a workman is discharged on the ground of ill-health, 
it is because he was unfit to discharge the service which he had un- 
dertaken to render and therefore it bad really come to an end Itself,” 

I also quote hereinbelow an extract from the judgment of the Mysore High Court 
in Spencer and Co. Ltd. vs. Industrial Tribunal 1965 II LLJ 1 (at page 1), which 
I think is of relevant consideration; 

“No person faced with the risk of his life can be expected to perform his 
duties in the normal manner. Therefore, he cannot be fit for the per- 
formance of his duties. The risk of Ufe to the employee resulting 
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from the condition of health normally renders such employee unfit 
for work and is not the concern solely of the employee himself. It 
is as much the concern of the employ in the interests of the nidus- 
try. The only relevant consideration is the fitness or unfitness of the 
employee as certified iby the medical officer. The submission of Sri 
G. Maheshwarappa that the employee would rather risk his life than 
be without employment has no basis in any principle which can be 
accepted. It would be unnatural to expect any employer to continue 
an employee who is declared unfit for the service on medical grounds 
to permit him or compel him to discharge his duties. 1 ' 


The observations quoted from the above two judgments go to support the proposi- 
tion that where a man is much too ill to work, he must not be made to work, al- 
though he may bo willing to sacrifice himself in me alter of work, either for per- 
sonal gain or in the spirit of public service. That apart, when a man is unable to 
work no employer need employ him for nothing and pay him all the same. In 
such circumstances, the contract of employment comes to an end and may be 
rightly lead to the discharge of the employee from service. I therefore hold that 
where the circumstances are such that the workman Is unable to work, incapacitat- 
ed as he is on medical grounds, it Is within the power of the employer lo discharge 
him from his services. 


6. I next turn to the other aspect of the matter whether the concerned work- 
man was really so ill as to be rendered medically unlit tor work. On tlfis point, I 
have in the first place, the evidence of Dr. G. S. Basak, Medical Officer of the 
Sanctoria hospital. This doctor had occasion to examine Shyamapada Bandi, the 
workman, when he was being treated in the hospital, Accoiding to this doctor, 
Shyamapada Bandi was ailing from "breathlessness on slightest exertion". In 
the technical language used by this doctor, the concerned workman was suffering 
from "emphysema lungs", a type of deficiency In the lungs, and the disease made 
him unfit for work, even for indoor duties. The doctor explained that exertion in 
that state of health might lead to his heart failure. Dr. Basak was sufficiently 
corroborated by his colleague Dr. C. R. Mahata, the Resident Medical Officer at 
Sanctoria hospital. Both these doctors were also corroborated by Dr. B. B. 
Mukherjee, M.R.C.P., who expressed the following written opinion about the phy- 
sical condition of the workman, "emphysema lungs, unfit for work due to lung 
condition, old age and general disability" (vide Ex. J(l). The outdoor ticket Ex. J 
and J(l) corioboratcd what was stated by the Medical witnesses, Dr. Basak and 
Dr. Mahata in their evidence. It was suggested to the doctors, in cross-examination, 
that they did not examine the concerned workmen at all but another doctor of the 
name of Dr. N. C. Banerjee did. In support of this contention the workman relied 
on an outdoor ticket, Ext, 2, said to have been written by Dr. N. C. Banerjee, also 
a Medical Officer In Sanctoria hospital. I do not seo how this document helps 
the workman. This document was said to have been Issued to the workman on 
February 10, 1969. The date was not admitted by the management but I shall 
proceed on the basis that the document bears the date February 10, 1969. In 
Ex. 2, the malady of the workman was described as "emphysema lung, poor general 
health”. Certain drugs were prescribed for his treatment and it was written “letter 
follows". This document may be explainable on the theory that after the concerned 
workman had been declared as unfit, Dr. Banerjee prescribed certain drugs for him 
and indicated that a letter about his unfitness for service would follow. At any 
rate, the document does not go to demolish the evidence of Dr. Basak and Dr. 
Mahata and also Ex. J series. Further, it appears from the workman’s own docu- 
ments that he was very ill and unfit for work. Herein below, I setout some samples 
from his letters: (a) Ex. C, letter writter by the workman to the Superintendent, 
Administration, dated 31st March, 1969: 

“I am declared unfit by the M.O. Sanctoria hospital on 10th February, 1969 
and I am confined to bed from that verv date. The disease with which 

I have been suffering from nas not yet been cured and this entails 
great trouble.” (Underlined by me), 

(b) Ex. F. lctteer from the workman to the Superintendent, Medical, Sanctoria 
Hospital, dated 19th March, 1969: 

"1 have already (been) declared unfit on 10th February, 1969 by you and 
my tickets are kept In your office from that very date, So I request 
your kind honour to return me all tickets for continuing further treat- 
ment.” (Underlined toy me for emphasis), 
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(c) Ex. H, letter written by the workman to the Superintendent, Administration, 
dated 19th February, I960: 

f*‘I have no patron or means by which I shall be able to maintain my family. 
Circumstances forced me to continue my office even at the risk of 
losing my life,” (Underlined by me for emphasis). 

After all these, I can make little of the claim made by the workman in his evidence 
that ha was In a position to carry on the work of a clerk as before. He was con- 
fronted with the description of himself as In Ex. F quoted above. The only ex- 
plantation he could think of was that he was forced to write the letter, an expla- 
nation which does not appeal to me. 

7. I therefore rely on the medical evidence in this case and hold that the 
workman was really unfit for work, namely, even l'or indoor work as a cleik 
and to employ him further may mean to risk his life. The workman himself ap- 
peared before me to give evidence. He looked very much enfeebled and worn out 
and almost a decrept creature. I have not, however, proceeded on my personal 
estimate of the workman’s physical condition. My findings are based on the 
evidence. 

8. It was argued before me by Mr. Giridbar Mukherjce, learned Advocate for 
the workman, that the order of termination of service was retrospective in opera- 
tion and was therefore bad. Now, law on this point is well settled, namely, where 
the retrospective portion of the order of termination can be separated from the 
prospective portion, the prospective portion of the order should be upheld, al- 
though the retrospective portion may lie condemned. In the instant case, the 
management pleaded that the workman was found to be medically unfit on Febru- 
ary 10, 1909 and “his services were, therefore, terminated from the following 
date, though he was paid wages for the entire month of February, 1969. The 
letter of termination which was filed before tho Tribunal is Ex. A, dated May 31, 
19G9, and reads as follows: 

“Estates Retrenchment Gratuity 

Please refer to my letters Nos. ZS/49'13/69, dated 21st March, 1909, ZS/5248/ 

69 dated 24th March, 1969, ZS/6C10/C9 dated 15th April, I960 and 
ZS/71 15/CM dated 21st April, 1969. 

You are aware that you have been declared medically unfit to continue your 
duty and therefore your services have been terminated on medical 
ground with effect from the 10th of February, 1969. 

Since you have not yet vacated Company’s quarters occupied by you des- 
pite repeated reminders, you are hereby finally requested to make 
over vacant possession of the Company's quarters to the Maintenance 
Department of the Company within 15 days of the date of this letter, 
failing which I shall have to take such legal action against you as 
I am advised to do.” 

Whether this was the earliest letter or other letters of termination of service had 
preceded do not appear. I shall take it, in the absence of evidence, that this was 
the first letter of termination on medical ground. If that be so, then the termina- 
tion of service cannot take effect from any date earlier than May 31, 1969 and In 
that event the workman is entitled to wages for the months of March, April and 
May. He Is also entitled to R's. 3.400 sanctioned as retirement gratujty and evi- 
denced by Ex. E. 

9. In the result, I hold that the management of Messrs. Bengal Coal Company 
Limited. Sanatoria, was justified in terminating the services of Shrl Shyamapada 
Bandl, Clerk, with effect from 31st May, 1989 but not with effect from 11th Febru- 
ary, 1969. The workman is, therefore, entitled to wages for tho months of March, 
April and May 1969, it being admitted that the wages for February, 1969 was 
paid to him. He Is also entitled to Rs 3,400 as gratuity sanctioned in his favour 
for discharge on medical grounds. He Is entitled to no more relief. 

This Is my award. 

(Sd.) B. N. Baner.tef, 

Dated, May 16, 1970. Presiding Officer. 

[No. 8/75/69-LRIL] 
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S.O, 2131. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1047 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, in the industrial disputi bet- 
ween the employers in relation to the management of Bonjamihary Colliery of 
Messrs Bonjaminary Anthracite Coal Company, Post Office salanpur, District 
Burdwan and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
the 25th May, 1970. 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 
Reference No. 5 of 1970 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Bonjamihary Colliery of Messrs 
Bonjamihary Arthracite Coai Company. 

And 

Their workmen. 


Present; 

Mr. B. N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer. 
Appearances; 

On behalf of Employers : ") 

> Absent 

On behalf of Workmen : J 


State: West Bengal Industry: Coal Mines 

AWARD 

By Order No. 1/19/69-LRII, dated January 20, 1970, the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour Em- 
ployment), referred the following industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Bonjamihary Colliery of Messrs Bonjamihary An- 
thracite Coal Company and their workmen, to this Tribunal, for adjudication, 
namely: 

“Whether the management of Bonjamihary Co'liery of Messrs Bonjamihary 
Anthracite Coal Company, Post Office Salanpur, District Burdwan is 
justified in not introducing wage structure and other benefits In ac- 
cordance with the recommendations of the Central Wage Board for 
the Coal Mining Industry as accepted by the Government of India, 
in their Resolution No. WB-16(5)/«6, dated the 21st July, 19ti7? If 
not, what should be the wage structure and other benefits in respect 
of the workmen concerned and from which date?” 

2, From the very inception, both the management and the workmen were cons- 
picuous by their absence before this Tribunal. They did not file their written 
statement In spite of notice. They did not appear on the date fixed for settling a 
date for peremptory hearing. On April 30, 1970, the date fixed for settling a date 
for peremptory hearing, the following order was passed; 

“Nobody appears either on behalf of the management or on behalf of work- 
men. 

To May 22, 1970 for peremptory hearing. All documents must be filed 
before the date fixed for peremptory hearing with notice of the list 
of documents filed served on the other side. Parties must come ready 
on the date of hearing with their witnesses. No adjournment will be 
granted on the date fixed for peremptory hearing. 

mform parties by registered post." 

The information about the peremptory date of hearing was received by the work- 
men’s union on May 5, 1970, as is evidenced by the postal acknowledgement 

receipt, 

3. To-day the management did not appear. Somebody, describing himself to 
be a peon of the Colliery Mazdoor Union, came with a written statement, alleged 
to be the written statement of the workmen, and a petition for adjournment. The 
peon was not In a position to explain the circumstances under which the adjourn- 
ment petition was made. The material portion of the petition of adjournment 
reads as follows: 

“1. That the above case Is so long being conducted by S. Das Gupta, Secre- 
tary, Indian National Mine Workers Federation of which this Union 
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is affiliated. For the better interest of the Workkmen related to this 
Reference and also for fair adjudication our Union felt, that the case 
should be conducted by Sri Das Gupta before the Hon’ble Tribunal. 

2. Suddenly, this morning Sri Das Gupta expressed his inability over phone, 
to attend the Tribunal for his illness, as such we pray a short adjourn- 
ment of hearing In this case." 

Nobody moved this petition. It Is not explained why Sri Provat Goswami, the 
General Secretary of the Colliery Mazdoor Union, does not appear to conduct the 
case on behalf of the workmen. It is not explained why the appearence of Sri 
S. Das Gupta Is so very indespenslble. Sufficient notice had been given to the 
parties that no adjournment will be granted on the date fixed for peremptory 
hearing. I do not feel impressed by the grounds pleaded In the petition for ad- 
journment and reject the prayer. 

4. Since neither perty expresses willingness to proceed with the reference, I 
present that they are not serious about the dispute at the present moment. I r 
therefore, record a ‘no dispute’ award in thQ present Reference. 

Let the written statement, alleged to be filed on behalf of the workmen, be 
kept on the record. 

Dated May 22, 1970. 

(Sd.) B. N. Banerjee, 

Presiding Offleer.- 
[No. 1/ 19/ 09-LRII.] 

S.O. 2132. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 to 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Nagpur, in the industrial dispute between, 
the employers in relation to the managements of (1) Rayatwari Colliery, Chanda, 
(2) Kamptee Colliery, Post Office Kamptee (District Nagpur), (3) New Majrl 
Colliery, Post Office Majri Khadan, District Chanda (4) Messrs Ballarpur Collie- 
ries Company, Nagpur and (5) Sasti Colliery, Nagpur and their workmen, which, 
was received by the Central Government on the 30th May, 1970. 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT NAGPUR 
Reference (CGT) No. 7 of 1969 


Present: 

Shri G. V. Dee, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer. 

Parties: 

The Employers of— 

1. Rayatwari Colliery, Chanda, 

2. Kamptee Colliery, Post Office Kamptee, (District Nagpur). 

3. New Majri Colliery, Post Office Majrl Khadan, District Chanda, 

4. Messrs Ballarpur Collieries Company, Nagpur. 

5- Sasti Coliery, Nagpur Employers First Party. 

Vs. 

Their workmen, Employees Second Party- 

Appearances: 

For Employers, First Party:— Shri P. K. Kumar, Officer in Personnel Dept, 
for Messrs Ballarpur Collieries Company, Nagpur, 

For Workmen Second party:— Shri S. W. Dhabe, Advocte. 

Industries : Colliery. 

Nagpur, Dated the 13th. April, 1970. 

AWARD 

This is a reference under Section 10(1) (cl) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947' 
for adjudication of a dispute between the employers of (i) Rayatwari Colliery, 
Chanda. (2) Kamptee Colliery, Post Office Kamptee (District Nagpur), (3) New 
Majri Colliery, Post Office Majri Khadan District Chanda (4) Messrs Ballarpur 
Collieries Company Nagpur & (5) Sasti Colliery, Nagpur and Their workmen. 
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The dispute relates to the payment ol arrears of wages as per recommendations 
of the Wage Board for Coal Mining Industry, for not paying Variable Dearness 
Allowance and not granting graded annual increments as per recommendatld* of 
the Wage Board. 1 

2. The instant reference is in respect of the 5 Collieries mentioned above. It 
appears, however, that subsequent to this reference the disputes regarding Ballar- 
pur and Hast! Collieries were referred by the Government to the arbitration of 
Shrl N. M. Koyal, Retired District Judge, Government ot Maharashtra, as per Noti- 
fication No. S.O. 4285 dated 22nd October, 1969 published in the Government of 
India Gazette dated the 1st November, I960. The same dispute was thus referred 
to this Court as well as to the private Arbitration of Shri N. M. Koyal. The 
Arbitralox Shri N. M. Koyal has since made an Award md the Management of 
Messrs Ballarpur Collieries Company, Nagpur and Sasti Colliery fsagpur desire 
that the same Award be made in this reference. Shri S. W. Dhabe, counsel for the 
workmen has no objection to the making of an award by this Court incorpora- 
ting the decision of the Arbitrator Shri N. M. Koyal. 

3. In view of what has been stated above I make an Award in respect of the 
Sasti and Ballarpur Collieries as follows: — 

(A) The management shall pay V.D.A. at the rate of Rs. 1.17 with effect 

from 1st October, 1969. 

(B) The management shall release two annual increments as envisaged In 

the Coal Wage Board Recommendations with cllecl from 16th August, 
1969. This would apply to such workmen who have qualified for such 
increments but have not been paid the same. There would be no 
further claim on this issue. 

(C) The management shall pay the arrears of wages for the period 15th 

August, 1967 to 31st March, 1968 and of V.D.A. from 1st October, 
1969 to 31st December, I960 in three equal quarterly instalments 
beginning from 1st February, 1970. 

(D) With the above settlement, there would be no dispute whatsoever re- 

maining between the employers and the workmen regarding the im- 
plementation of the Coal Wage Board Recommendations. However, 
any individual complaints arising out of the implementation of the 
Wage Board Recommendations would be settled by mutual negotia- 
tions. 

(E) Both parties shall bear the expenses ns incurred by them and shall not 

be liable for the expenses of the other party, 

4. This reference in so far as it concerns Ballarpur and Sasti Collieries shall 
stand disposed of. It shall, however, proceed in respect of the other collieries. 

Sd/- G. V. Dee, 
Presiding Officer. 

[No.l/lO/68-LRIL] 

S.O. 2133.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, in the industrial dispute bet- 
-ween the employers in relation to the management of Messrs Equitable Coal Com- 
pany Limited, Post Office Dishergarh, District Burdwan and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on the 28th May, 1970. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 
Reference No. 4 of 1970 


Parties ; 

Employers in relation to the management of Messrs Equitable Coal Company- 
Limited, 

And 


Their workmen, 


Present : 

Mr. B. N. Banerjee, Presiding Officer. 
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Appearances: 

' l(l On behalf of Employers '. — Shrl Monoj Kumar Mukherjee, Advocate. 

'On behalf of Workmen : — Sri Nikhilesh Das, Advocate. 

State: West Bengal- Industry: Coal Mines 

AWARD 

By Order No, 6/79/69-LRII, dated January 3, 1970, the Government of India, 
in the Ministry ol Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour 
and Employment), referred the following Industrial dispute between the employers 
In relation to the management of Messrs Equitable Coal Company Limited and 
their workmen, to this Tribunal, for adjudication, namely: 

“Whether the dismissal of Shri Burma Singh, Night Guard, ordered by the 
Administrative Officer of Messrs Equitable Coal Company Limited, 
Post Office Dlshergarh, District Burdwan with effect from the 13th 
August, 1969 is lawful and justified? If not, to what relief is the 
workman entitled?” 

2. Both the management and the workmen, represented by the Equitable Coal 
Company Limited Employees’ Union, filed their respective written statement. On 
the peremptory date of hearing, namely to-day, however, the parties settled their 
dispute and filed a joint petition of compromise therein stating' the terms of settle- 
ment. Since the parties have now settled their dispute and prayed for an award 
in terms of the settlement, I record the settlement and pass an award in terms of 
the settlement. Let the petition of settlement form part of this award. 

Dated May 20, 1970 

Sd/- B. N. Banerjee, 

Presiding Officer. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 

Reference No. 4 of 1970 

Parties : 

Employers in relation to Equitable Coal Company Ltd. 


And 


Their workmen. 

The parties above named jointly beg to state: 

1. That the parties have agreed to settle the dispute under Reference amicably 
on the following terms: 

Terms 

(a) That the Order of dismissal against the workman concerned shall stand, 

(b) That in consideration of this settlement the Employers shall pay to the 

workman concerned a sum of Rs. 1,500/- (Rupees one thousand and 
five hundred only) as ex-gratla payment. 

2. That the said amount will be paid by the Employers within 10 days to the 
workman concerned in presence of Sri Snmlran Chukraborty, Treasurer of the 
Union. 

3. That the Employers will also pay all other unpaid dues, If any, to the work- 
man, within the said period. 

4. That the parties will hear their respective cost of this Reference. 

It Is, therefore prayed: 

That the Hon’bT Tribunal be pleased to permit the parties to settle the dis- 
pute on the above terms and to pass an Award accordingly by treating 
this petition as a part of the Award. 

Doled, 20 th May, 1970. A - K - Mather, 

(For Workmen) (For Employers) 

Samiran Chakraborty, Treasurer Principal Officer. 

E.C.C. Ltd. Employees’ Union. 

Advocate for Workmen Manoj Kumar Mukerjee. 

L.T.I. of Burma Singh. 20/5/70- 


(Workman) 


[No. 0/79/69-LRIL] 
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S.O. 2134. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of-^he 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, in the industrial dispute bet- 
ween the employers in relation to the management of Orient Colliery of Messrs 
Central India Coalfields Limited, Post Office Brajrajnagar, District Sambalpur 
(Orissa) and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
the 25th May, 1970. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CALCUTTA 

Reference No. 3 of 1970, 


Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of Orient Colliery of Messrs 
Central India Coalfields Limited, 

And 

Their workmen, 

Present : 

Mr. B, N. Banerjee — Presiding Officer. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of Ernployers . — Sri P. P. Ginwala, Counsel along with Sri K. P. 
Mukherjee, Counsel. 

On behalf of Workmen , — Sri D. L. Sen 'Gupta, Advocate. 

State: Orissa Industry: Coal Mines 

AWARD 

By Order No. 1/9/1969-LRII, dated January 3. 1970, the Government of India, 
In the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehal i. Ration (Department of 
Labour and Employment), referred the following industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Orient Colliery of Messrs Central 
India Coalfields Limited and their workmen, to this Tr.bunal, for adjudication, 
namely: 

"(i) Whether the management of the Orient Colliery of Messrs Central 
India Coalfields Limited is justified in terminating the employment of 
Sri G. S. Roy Chaudhury, Short-flrer-cum-Mining Sirdar with effect 
from the 16th December, 1968? If not, to what relief is he entitled? 

(ii) Whether the management of Orient Colliery of Messrs Central India 
Coalfields Limited was justified in terminating the lien of the under- 
mentioned workers with effect from the dates shown against each? If 
not, to what relief are they entitled? 


1. Shri Sipahi, Trammer .. 26.5,1969 

2. Shri Pujan, Trammer . . 26.5.1909 

3. Shri Ram Samuj, Trammer . . 23.5.1969 

4. Shri Lalay, Trammer . . 26.5.1969 

5. Shri Raju, Trammer . ■ 4.0.1969. 

6. Shri Santoo. Trammer .. 25.6,1969. 

7. Shri Ramchandar, Trammer . . 15.6.1969” 


2. Both the workmen and the management filed their respective written 
statement. The workmen were represented by Orient Colliery Shramik Congress, 
a trade Union of which Sri G, S. Roy Chowdhury, mentioned in item No. 1 of the 
Schedule to the Order of reference, is himself the General Secretary. 

3, I shall, in this award, take up the case of G. S. Roy Chowdhury first of all. 
The case pleaded in the written statement by the workmen in substance is that 
the management of the Orient Colliery was a bad type of employer and freely 
used to adopt unfair labour Dractice. In order to safeguard the legitimate right 
of the workmen, a trade union of the workmen, known as the Orient Colliery 
Shramik Congress, was formed on April 7, 1968 and was registered on April, 29, 
1969. The registration of a new trade union, it is alleged in the written state- 
ment, annoyed the employer company. In paragraph 6 of the written statement, 
it is pleaded: 

“That the Company initially attempted to dissuade the workmen from 
joining this union, by show of favour or frown, and. ultimately 
decided to victimise the Secretary of the Union Shri G. S. Roy 
Choudhury, and create a general sense of insecurity of service in the 
mind of common workers." 
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The manner 111 which he said G. S. Roy Chaudhury was alleged to have been ill- 
treated is pleaded in paragraph 9 of the written statement, from which I set out 
the relevant portion: 

'“That Sri G. S. Roy Chaudhury" Tolned the Company on and from 13th 
December 1963 and used to rotate in his duty hour every week, in a 
cyclic order from 1st shift to 2nd shift, second shift to 3rd shift till 
17th October 1968, when he was transferred from 1st incline to 3rd 
incline in his usual shift, i.e. 3rd shift, iby written order of the 
Assistant Manager. Since then at least thrice in a period of 2 
months, his normal rotation was disturbed, ***wirhout any justifica- 
tion, in a capricious manner with the motive of harassment and victi- 
misation. It may be worthwhile to state that the Company kept 
some bad characters in the shift, hostile to the Union and ‘Yes’ men 
of the Company, where said Sri Roy Chaudhury was asked to work 
on and from 16th December. 1968." 

G. S. Roy Chaudhury protested against the irregular allotment of shift duties by 
various letters bhit the management did not reply thereto until December 28, 
1968 (Ext. 8). The above letter from the management was replied to by G. S. 
Roy Chaudhury in the following language, on December 31, 1968 (Ex. 9) : 

“With due respect in reference to your letter No dated 28th Decem- 

ber 1968, which I have received on 30th December 1968 (I) state that 
I appealed according to your Standing Order for rectification and to 
allow me to join my usual shift which (were) submitted on 16th 
December 1968 and also on 17th December 1968 but have been 
refused employment on 17th December, 1068. 

So on 18th December 1968 (I) again urged to your kindness to vacate such 
order but still have not received such order. 

According to terms and conditions of my service and of the Standing order 
I am to adhere to the provisions of the Mines Act and Rules and 
Regulations, so (I) have done. The orders issued on 16th December 
1968 and on 17th December 1068 on me (do) not comply with the 
provisions of the Mines Act***" 

In paragraph 12 of the written statement, it is pleaded: 

“That the Company ultimately by a letter dated 31st January 1969, termi- 
nated the services of said Sri Roy Chaudhury on the false and mala- 
fide pica of “having abandoned your job voluntarily’’, on the face 
of his repeated request to allow him to resume his duty.” 

This termination of service was characterised as illegal and workmen prayed for 
relief against such wrongful termination. 

4. The management denies, in its written statement, that G. S. Roy Chaudhury 
was victimised for his trade union activities. It is further stated in paragraph 5: 
“the company denies and disputes the contention that the said trade Union 
was formed on 7th April 1968, as wrongly alleged and puts the 
opposite party to the strict proof thereof. The company states that 
as admitted In the said paragraph 5, the said trade Union was 
registered only on 29th April 1969, that is at a long lapse of abandon- 
ment of service of Sri G. S. Roy Chaudhury which was communi- 
cated to him by the Company by its registered letter dated 31st 
January 1969. The Company has reasons to believe that the Union 
in an improper manner has attempted to make out a wrongful plea 
that the formation of the said Union is linked with the subject- 
matter of the wrongful contentions of the opposite party relating to 
the abandonment of employment of the said eight persons whose 
names are stated in the present order of reference. The Company 
specifically denies that the registration of the said trade Union was 
such to the annoyance and discomfiture of the Company as wrongly 
alleged. In this connection, the Company states that since the 
registration of the said trade union, which fact the company came 
to know for the first time when it received the strike notice dated 
19th June 1969, not a single office bearer of the said union was dis- 
missed on any ground.” 

On the merits of the case pleaded by G. S, Roy Chaudhury, it was contended, in 
paragraph 8(a) of the written statement: 

“the company states that the duty hours in respect of the three shifts as 
stated therein are correct but there is no condition of service of any 
worker that their respective duties in each shift should always be 
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st the fixed rotational basis as wrongly alleged. The Company, how- 
ever, normally allows the workmen to work on rotational basis that 
is from 1st shift to 2nd shift, then from 2nd shift to 3rd shjj[t and 
thereafter from the 3rd shift to the 1st shift but there being no 
rigidly fixed rotational basis, under exigencies of circumstances for 
any reason ““the said rotational system are not followed and the 
workmen concerned are intimated of the changes either verbally or 
in writing. In this connection, the company craves leave to refer to 
the records maintained at the said colliery to substantiate that the- 
duty in different shift are not on the rigidly fixed rotational basis 
as wrongly alleged in the said paragraph. The Company further 
states that the duty allotted to Sri G. S. Roy Chaudhury, shot-flrer- 
cum-Mining Sirdar, during the period he was employed in the said 
colliery including the duties allotted to him with effect from 11th 
November 1968, os alleged in the said statement would clearly show 
that the duties allotted to Sri G. S. Roy Chaudhury with ollect from 
11th November 1968 was not at all by way of victimisation as wrongly 
alleged. The company reiterates that whatever duties were allotted 
to Sri G. S, Roy Chowdhury either prior or subsequent to Uth 
November 1988 was on account of the normal and smooth workings 
at the colliery and not for any other reason as falsely alleged.” 


The management also pleaded, in paragraph 10 of the said written statement: 

““the company states that the consequences which followed due to the 
unauthorised absence from duties on the part of Sri G. S. Roy 
Choudhury were in accordance with the provisions of the certified 
Standing Orders. The Company reiterates that since 16th December 
1968, Sri G. S. Roy Chaudhury having not reported for his duties, 
the action which followed was the letter dated 31st January 1969 by 
the Company and as such though the termination of service was due 
to the act and/or commission on the part of Sri G. S. Roy 
Choudhury, the company only took part in communicating the conse- 
quences in term of the said provisions of the certified standing orders 
relating to the abandonment of employment by Sri G. S. Roy 
Choudhury. In the circumstances stated above, the Company slates- 
that. the issue relating to “termination of service by the company ’ is 
not maintainable in law. Further such intimation by the Company 
being in accordance with the provisions of the Certified Standing 
Orders, and such action by the Company being bonaflde and justified, 
question of any relief for Sri G. S. Hoy Chaudhury cannot arise 1 

at all.” 


5 Now, the modified Standing Orders of the company, which was in operation 
at the time of the termination of the employment of Sri G. S Roy Choudhury is 
an Exhibit in this reference, being Ex- 55(a), and Clause 10(1) of the said 
Standing Orders reads as follows: 

“If the workman absents himself continuously for more than a month 
without properly approved leave he shall be treated to have 
abandoned' the job voluntarily, and his name shall be struck off from 
the rolls of the Company." 


6. Mr. Ginwala drew my attention to Ex. 1, whereby G. S . R f ,y ,,n ert'f rnm 

in the following language: 

“Plpflsp note that orders issued vide our letter No. O-Gen/^9/21, dated 16th 
December 1968 hold good. It has been reported that you have not 
reported for your duty in the second shift of 16th December 1B68 
and’ as such you have been marked absent from your duty on the ! 
date Please note that if you do not renort for duty in the 2nd shifty 
vou will be treated absent from vour duty. In addition, it shall h® 
Ireated ksyour misconduct for disobeying my orders for which also 
we shall he constrained to take disciplinary action. 
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vide our letter No. O-GEN/29/21, dated lGth December 1908 hold 

good.” 

The letter had no effect upon the workman and on December 28, 1988 the 
management wrote to him another letter (Ext. 8) in the following language: 

“Despite our letter No. O-Gen/28/22, dated 17th December 1988, we rind 
that you are continuing to absent yourself from your duties wiiti 
effect from 16th December 1988.” 

Lastly, Mr. Ginwala invited my attention to the letter removing tho name of me 
workman from the rolls of the company (Ex. 12 1, dated Januaiy 81, 1969, wlncu 
I set out hereinbelow: 

“It is found that you are absenting yourself from your allotted duty since 
18th December 1968 and thereiore in terms of the Certified Standing 
Orders of the Company Clause No. 10(1) you have been treated as 
having abandoned your job voluntarily and your name therefore is 
being removed from the rolls of the Company with effect from the 
date of this letter. 

You are advised to hand over immediately the possession of the Company’s 
quarter allotted to you and uiso any Company’s materials lying with 
you. You should also approach our Accounts Section immediately 
for the settlement of your dues, if any.” 

Mr, Ginwala contended that under the Standing Orders, Clause 10(1), any work- 
man who absented him from duty, continuously for more than a month, without 
properly approved leave, must be treated or deemed to have abandoned his job 
voluntarily, whether or not he had actually done so, and the automatic conse- 
quence of such absence would lie that his name shall be struck off trom the rolls 
of the cflpipany. In support of this contention, Mr. Ginwala invited my attention 
to the decision of the Supreme Court in Buckingham and Carnatic Company Lid. 
and Venkatayya and another (1963) II L.L.J. 688. in that case a workman of 
Buckingham and Carnatic Company Ltd. went on leave for G days with 
effect from January 10, 1967. Taking into account the intervening holidays, the 
said leave expired on January 18, 1957, fie however did not join on January 19, 
as he should have, but remained absent w’ilhout leave and without sending to the 
appellant any communication for extending his leave. On March 11, 1957, he 
sent a letter to the management stating that he had fallen ill and was being 
treated by the Civil Assistant Surgeon, whose certificate he enclosed, The s.tory 
of illness, however, was not corroborated, on examination, by the company’s medi- 
cal officers and the company refused to take him back, The company had a 
Standing Order, of which the Order 8(ii) was couched in the following language: 

“Absent ■without leave — Any employee who absents himself for eight conse- 
cutive working days without leave shall be deemed to have left the 
company’s service without notice thereby terminating his contract of 
service. If he gives an explanation to the satisfaction of the manage- 
ment. the absence shall be converted into leave without pay or 
dearness allowance. 

Any employee leaving the company's service in this manner shall have no 
claim for re-employment in the mills. 

But if the absence is proved to the satisfaction of the management to be 
one due to sickness, then such absence shall be converted into medi- 
cal leave for such period as the employee is eligible with the 
permissible allowance.” 

Upholding the action of the company, Gajendragadkar, J (as he then was) 

observed: I 

“This standing order is a part of the certified standing orders which had 
been revised by an arbitration award between the parties in 1957. 
The relevant clause clearly means that if an employee falls within 
the mischief of its first part, it follows that the defaulting employee 
has terminated his contract of service. The first provision in Cl. (ii) 
proceeds on the basis that absence for eight consecutive days without 
leave will lead to the inference that the absentee workman intended 
to terminate his contract of service. The certified standing orders 
represent the relevant terms and conditions of service in a statutory 
form and they are binding on the parties at least as much, if not more, 
as private contracts embodying similar terms and conditions of 
service. It is true that under common law an inference that an 
employee has abandoned or relinquished service is not easily drawn 
unless from the length of absence and from other surrounding 
circumstances an inference to that effect can be legitimately drawn 
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and It can be assumed that the employee intended to abondom ser- 
vice. Abandonment or relinquishment of service is always a question 
of intention, and, normally, such an intention cannot be attributed 
to an employee without adequate evidence in that behalf. But 
where parties agree upon the terms and conditions of service and they 
are included, in certified standing orders, the doctrines of common 
law or considerations of equity would not be relevant. It is then a 
matter of construing the relevant term itself. Therefore, the first 
part of standing order 8(ii) inevitably leads to the conclusion that If 
an employee is absent for eight consecutive days without leave, he 
i» deemed to have terminated his contract of service and thus 
relinquished or abandoned his employment.” 

The above observations were later on reaffirmed in a subsequent judgement of the 
Supreme Court in National Engineering Industries Ltd. Jaipur vs Hanuman, 
(1967/ If L.L.J. 883 (at page 887) 

7. There is no doubt that from December 16, 1968 the workman was not attend- 
ing ths shift duty allotted to him. This had the ell'ect of absenting himself from 
duty. The consequences of such absence are dealt with in clause 10(1) of the 
Stading Orders. The consequences are two-fold, (a) the workman shall be treated 
that is to say, deemed to have abandoned his job voluntarily and (b) his name 
shall be struck oil from the roll of the company. 


8. Mr. D L. Sen Gupta, learned Advocate for the workmen, however, contend- 
ed that the concerned workman never absented himself from duty because he was 
through out protesting against the irregular allotment of shift duty to him, by his 
letters dated December 16, 1968 (Ex.2), December 17, 1968 (Ex. 4), December 
18, 1968 (Ex, 5), December 22, 1908 (Ex. 7), December 31, 1963 (Ex. 9). I do not 
think that these letters of protest help the workman in any way. He might have 
been protesting against the allotment of shift duty, which he thought was Irre- 
gular, but, nevertheless, hJs clearest duty ‘Was to join in the shift and then protest. 
He could not take the. liberty of absenting himself from duty and go on protest- 
ing. Therefore, in spite of his pungent letters, the factual absence from duty 
invited the mischief of Clause 10(1) of the Standing Orders. Mr, D.L. Sen Gupta 
next argued that the abandonment was a question of fact and here the workman 
had no intention of abandoning his duty but was merely Insisting upon being 
put to his rightful duties. In this argument Mr. Sen Gupta is nof right. The 
language used in Clause 10(1) is equivalent to a deeming clause, namely, where 
the workman absents himself from duty, with or without Intention of abandon- 
ment, he shall be treated to have abandoned his job voluntarily. The emphasis is 
upon factual absence and not upon the intention to stay away from duty. 


9. Mr. Sen Gupta further argued that the transfer of shift had been malafide 
made upon the workman, with the intention of victimising him. He developed 
the argument in the following manner. According to him, the management was 
Indulging in unfair labour practice. They did not like the formation of a strong 
labour union by G.9. Roy Choudhury to Withstand such practice, Therefore, 
as soon as the labour union was formed, the management wanted to crush the 
newly formed labour union by victimising its General Secretary. 

10. According to the evidence of G.S. Roy Chaudhury, the trade union was 
formed on April 7, 1968 and registered on April 29, 1969. The management was 
unwilling to admit that the trade union wa s formed on April 7, 1968. But even 
If I assume that the trade union was formed on April 7, 1968, there is the further 
evidence of G. S. Roy Chaudhury himself that the management was for the first 
time apprised of the formation of the trade union when the strike notice "was 
served by the newly formed trade union on the management, on June 19, 1969. 
The irregular shift duty had been allotted to G. S, Roy Choudhury as far back 
as on December 16. 1968, mav be even earlier. The information about the re- 
movtl of his name from the Muster roll was conveyed to G. S. Roy Choudhury 
by a letter, dated January 31, 1969. All these were long before the company 
enure lo know ah nil the existence of the newly formed trade union and the im- 
portant position i f G. S. Roy Chaudhury in the trade union itself. It does not 
appear from the evidence, that the newly formed union became a source of 
annoyance or r - mce to the management, at the time when the services of 
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G.S, Roy Chaudhury stood terminated. It does not, therein.';, to rcaso* 

tnat merely because of his connection with the newly lorrmd trade u*jon the 
management became annoyed with G. S. Roy Chaudhury and tried to victimise 
hlm.^ I therefore make little ol' the argument of Mr. Sen Gupta on this point. 

10. If the story of victimisation fails then the normal consequence of G. S. 
Roy Chaudhury's absence from duty irom December 1(1, J[)U8 to January 31, 
I960 would invite the mischief of Clause 19(1,1 of the Standing Order and would 
justify the stricking oil' his name from the Rolls, which would amount to termi- 
nation of his shervice 

11 Mr Sen Gupta also argued that under Clause 17(o) ol the Standing Orders 
“Continuous absence without permission and without satisfactory cause for more 
than ten days’’ amounted to misconduct and merited dismissal and not action 
under Clause 10(1) of the Standing Orders. In this argument Mr. Sen Gupta is 
wholly wrong. The fact that the same conduct is dealt with on two different 
provision or clauses of the Standing Orders doc s not affect the applicability of 
clause 10(1) to the facts of the present case (vide Buckingham & Carnatic 
Company's case (supra) at p, 643). 

12. I now turn to the second item in the Schedule to the Order of Reference. 
Cases of 7 workmen were included In this item. Mr. Sen Gupta submitted that 
he would not press the cases of the following workmen: 

(a) Shri SIpahi, Trammer 

(b) Shrt Pujan, Trammer 

(c) Shri Lalay, Trammer, and 

(d) Shri Ramchnnder, Trammer. 

He submitted that so far as the abovementioned workmen were concerned, 
there was no dispute now subsisting between the management and the workmen 
and that I shall be at liberty to make a no dispute’ award so far as they were 
concerned. I make a>n award accordingly in respect of the aobve four workers. 

13. I am thus left with three workmen, namely. Ram Samuj. Rajoo and 

Suntoo. It is slated in the written statement tiled bv the workmen that Ramsamuj 
*went on leave for 15 days from April 21, 196:) to May 7, 1969. He did not return 
within the leave originally granted. On May 7, 1969, he made an application for 
extension of leave along with a medical certificate. The said application for ex- 
tension of leave was received by the company on May 12. 1969. The company 
however replied that the medical certificate was not in order and that he was 
being marked as absent from May 8, 1969. O 11 May 23, 1969 the company wrote 

a letter to Ramsamuj informing him that, his services stood automatically ter- 
minated in terms of Clause 10(f) of the Standing order. 

14. In respect of Rajoo, it was pleaded, that he went on leave for 7 days from 
April 21, I960 to April 28, 1969. He did not return on the expiry of the leave 
originally granted hut applied with a medical certificate for extension of leave on 
April 27. 1969. It is urged, in the written statement, that the medical certificate 
was received by the company op. May 2, 1969. Nevertheless, the company infor- 
med that he was being marked absent from May 29, 1969. On June 4, 1969 he 
was Informed that his services stood terminated. 

15. In respect of San too, it was pleaded, that he went on leave for 14 days 
from July 14. 190!) to April 29. 1909. He did not rejoin on the expiry of the 
leave originally granted bill applied for extension of leave -with h medical cer- 
tificate. The application with medical certificate was received bv the company 
on May 3. 1969. Nevertheless, the company wrote back, to the workman that he 
was being marked absent from Aoril 30, I960. On June 4. 1969. the company 
wrote to the workman a lettcT Informing him that his services stood terminated 
In terms of Clause 10(f) of the Company’s Standing Order. 

16. In the written statement filed by the management, it ie stated In para- 
graph 13 : 

“‘‘in accordance with the provision of clause 10(f) of the Certified Stand- 
ing Orders, intimations were given to the 7 persons whose nomas 
are specified in the Issue No. (il) of the schedule to the order ef 
reference. The company craves leave to refer to the alleged medical 
certificates submitted bv the said workmen concerned. * * * The 
company reiterates that in view of the said provisions of the Certi- 
fied Standing Orders, necessary intimations were sent to the s»id 



2748 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 13, 1970/JYAISTHA 23, 1892 [Pari II— 


seven persons concerned by the Company and the same were bona- 
flde and justified.” 

It is .further stated in the said -written statement: 

“14 ( iii) Regarding Sri Ram Samuj, Trammer: The date of his application 
for extension of leave with medical certificate is 0-5-69 and not 
7-5-09 as wrongly alleged. 

15. The company submits further the following facts relevant to the cases 
of 5 under-mentioned C.R.O. Workers. 

Regarding Sri Ram Samuj : He also received full and final payment with- 
out any protest on 30-0-69 i.c. before the commencement of the con- 
ciliation proceedings. He is at present working as Badli.” 

17. Now, clause 10(f) of the Standing Orders, Ex. 55(a), reads as follows: 

‘‘If a workman remains absent beyond the period of leave originally grant- 
ed or subsequently extended, he shall lose Ren on his appointment 
unless he — - 

(a) returns within ten days of expiry of his lear/e, and 

(b) explain to the satisfaction of the manager hig inability to return on 

the expiry of his leave, 

Ju case, Ihe workman loses his lien on the appointment, his services shall 
stand terminated automatically but he shall be entitled to be kept 
on the ‘Badli List’. In case the workmen overstays his sanctioned 
leave for a continuous period of more than a month, he shall not be 
entitled 1o be kept even on the ‘Badli List’.” 


It is not the case of Ihc workmen that they returned within 10 day K of the expiry 
of the leave. The management, it apnears, was unwilling to accept the story of 
illness as alleged by the workmen on ihe ground that the medical certificates 
supplied by the workmen did not conform to the provision of Clause 10(h) of 
the Standing orders. The said clause is sat out below; 

“(h) The workman shall follow the following procedure with regard to 
submission of medical <ert ificates In support of their applications 
for leave on the ground or sickness. 

(11 In cases of the workman fall- sick at Brajrajnagar. a certificate only 
of the Medical Ofllccr in-charge of the Orient Colliery Dispensary 
shall be admissible. 

(2) In case the workman goes on sanctioned leave outside Brajrajnagar and 
applies for extension on the ground of sickness, only the medical certificate 
of anyone of the following Medical Authorities shall be considered: 

(t) The Medical Certificate of a Medical Authority of a Dispensary of 
the Coal Mines 1 Welfare Organisation, or 

(il) The Medical certificate of a Civil Asstt. Surgeon of the Government 
Dispensary /Hospital. 

(ill) The Medical Certificate of a registered Allopathic Medical Practl- 
oner supported by a certificate of the Sarpanch of the Gram Fan- 
chayat in whose jurisdiction the workman may fall sick to the 
effect that the workman is actually sick. 

fy) The nppllatlon for leave on the ground of sickness not conforming 

Svilh the above procedure shall be rejected.” 

The certificates submitted by the concerned workmen were by Ayurvedic or bv 
Homoepathic Medical Practitioners for example, Ex. 37 and 37(al for Ramsamuj, 
Ex. 46 and 46(a) for Rajoo and Ex 28 for Santoo. The ertificateg of Grom 
Sabha authorities are also not in order. So far as Raioo is concerned, the Gram 
Panchayat’s certificate is missing as will appear from Ex. 48 and 48(a). The 
certificate Issued in fervour of Santoo by the Pradhan of Gram Sabha is not a 
supporting certificate to the medical certificate granted to hfm (eompare Ex. 
28 and 29), So also is the case with Ram Samui (compere Ex. 37 and 37(a) 

with Ex. 40 and 40(n!). Tf in these circumstances the management did not 

accept Ihe story of illness, it cannot be said that they were wrong. 
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18. Mr. Ginwala invited my attention to the following passage Irom the 

i udgment of the Supreme Court in National Engineering Industries Ltd. vs. 
lanuman, (1967) II LLJ 883 (at pages 885 and 886): 

‘‘As to the secnd contention raised by the appellant, it appears from the 
standing order (i) in Sec. G that a workman who does not report for 
duty within eight days of the expiry of his leave loses his lien on 
the appointment. There is dispute between the parties as to what 
these words in the standing order, which evidences the conditions 
of service, mean. So far as Hanuman is concerned, he admitted in 
his statement in cross-examination that under the standing order if 
workman remained absent from duty for more than eight days his 
service stood terminated. This shows that the workman under- 
stood the standing order in question to mean. The standing order is 
inartlstically worded, but it seems to u s clear that when the standing 
order provides that a workman will lose his lien on his appoint- 
ment in case he does not join hi s duty within eight days of the 
expiry of his leave, it obviously means that his services are auto- 
matically terminated on the happening of the contingency. We do 
not understand how a workman who has lost his lien on his appoint- 
ment can continue in service thereafter. Where therefore a stand- 
ing order provides that a workman would lose his lien on his 
appointment, if he does not join his duty within certain time after 
his leave expires, it can only mean that his service stands auto- 
matically terminated when the contingency happens.” 

and contended that since under Clause 10(f) the workman overstayed his leave, 
he lost hi s lien on his appointment, that is to say faced termination of service 
and that is what has happened in this case. In my opinion, Mr. Ginwalaf is right 
in his submission. 

19. Mr. D. L Sen Gupta argued that clause 10(h) of the Standing Orders 
included a modification made in July 8, 1968, insisting upon medical certificates 
by Allopathic medical practitioners, which was not the provision in the original/ 
Standing Order, Since the modification was made, without notice to Orient 
Colliery Sramik Congress, the modification was not binding on the members of 
the Sramik Congress. This argument has no substance. On July 6. 1968. ihe 
Sramik Congress was not a registered trade union and was not entitled to notice. 
The only registered trade union at that time was given notice, ag appears from 
Ex. 53. 

20, In the result I hold: 

U) that the management of Orient Colliery was justified in terminating 
the employment of Sri G S. Roy Chowdhury, Shot-flrer-cum-Mining 
Sirdar, as done in this case and the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

(ii) that there is no dispute now subsisting between the management and 
the following workman, namely, Sri Siraht, Trammer, Shri Pujan. 
Trammer Shri Lalav. Trammer, and $hrj Ramchandar, Trammer 
and I pass a ‘no dispute’ awaTd so far a E they are concerned. 

(iii) that the management of Orient Colliery was justified in terminating 
the lien of Sri Ram Samuj, TrammeT, Sri Ralu- Trammer and Shri 
Santoo. Trammer with effect respectively from Mav 23. June 4 and 
June 25, 1969 and they are not entitled to any relief. 


This i? my award. 
The 20th May, 1970. 


(Sd.) B. N. Banf-rjee, 

Presiding Officer. 
[No. 1/9/69-LRII.l 


New Delhi, the 8th June 1970 

S.O. 2135.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
04 of 1947), the Central Government herebv publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal (No. 3). Dhanbad. in the matter of an 
oonhcallor under section 33A of the said Act from Prabbu Ram, Nnrht Guard 
Balihari Colliery of Messrs Ralihari Colliery Company (Private) Limited, Post 
Office, Kusunda. District Dhanbad, which was received by the Central Government, 
on the 23rd May, 1970. 
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CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 3> AT 

DHANBAD 

Complaint No. 2 or 1968 


Present; 

Shri Saehidanand Sinha, M.A.M.L., Presiding Officer. 

Parties: 

Shri Prabhu Ram, Night Guard, Balihari Colliery of M/s. Balihari Colliery 
Company (P) Ltd. Complainant. 


Vs. 

M/s. Balihari Colliery Co. (P) Ltd. 


Opp. Party. 


Appearances: 

For complainant— Shri S, V. Achariar, General Secretary, Hindustan Khan 
Mazdoor Sangh. 

For Opp. Party— S/Sri S. S. Mukherjee & B. Joshi, Advocates. 

Industry: Coal. State: Bihar. 

Camp Dalmianagar, dated the 13 tin oj May, 1970 
AWARD 

1 This is a complaint under section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
bv one Sri Prabhu Ram, Night Guard against the employer in relation to the 
Balihari Colliery, Alleging that the opposite party has been guilty of contraven- 
tion of the provisions of section 33 of the Act. 

2 The case of the complainant is that an industrial dispute regarding retrench- 
ment of 376 workmen of Balihari Collier y is pending in reference No 22 of 1968 
before this Tribunal. The petitioner Sri Prabhu Ram is a member of Hindustan 
Khan Mazdoor Sangh. Reference No. 22 of 1968 is being sponsored by the Hmdus- 
, . m Khan Mazdoor Sangh. The petitioner was dismissed on 29th July 1967 while 
reference No. 22 of 1968 was pending before this Tribunal. The opposite party 
did not make any application before this Tribunal for approval of the action of 
the management in dismissing the petitioner Sri Prabhu Ram. 

8 According to the petitioner he was innocent and had not committed anv 

3- ^coraing i petitioner WBS serve d with a chargesheet dated 2nd 

^1967 The charge was that, he abused and assaulted Shree Shantilal Over- 
inSri nrat thc gate of No. 10 pit Of Balihari Colliery on the 2nd April 
1967’ at about 7-15 a.m. without any provocation and thus committed misconduct 
under clause 29(1) and 29(5) of the Standing Orders. 

4 The petitioner submitted his written explanation, on 
. V * rharnes According to the petitioner no enquiry was held and the dis- 
mg the ^ charges /vec k thoroU ghly molafldc and was a case of victimisation 

Tnf^Rioner was an ^ ive member of Hindustan Khan Mazdoor Sangh and 
a , he to become a member of pocket union backed by the management 

fSh, implicated in a iabric.ted charge and ha, been met,- 

rnized. 

_ rn-u- ihp nuuosite party in withdrawing application under section 

82(U?b) of the ?ndustrTSut P es Act. 1947 for approval of dismissal of the 
’ ftfh nf Nox T cmber 196ft was Tn.ala.fide, In shorts the case of tho 

SS Is that he ^ Trlw ° ’thfoppSle pa^ has 

6 ^ ° PP t S ted lhaf clm«e*^ n €lated eI ^ t ADril^Jm'^'^su^ 6 to the 
SitTndf; was iKSce 8 daS 

to the chargesheet dated 13th April. J96/ uenying ^ date of enquirv on 3rd 

the 29th April, 196 1 was is™ Dirertor ’ s 0 fg C e The applicant workman, however 
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at 3 P.HT. But even on that date the complainant workman did not attend the en- 
quiry and therefore, it was held in his absence on 9th May, 1967. In the depart- 
mental enquiry the misconduct mentioned in the chargesheet was satisfactorily 
established and the complainant was dismissed by letter dated 28th July, 1967 
with effect from 29th July, 1967. 


7. Reference No .22 of 1968 was disposed of by an award dated 29th September, 
1868. In this reference the opposite party under misapprehension of law had filed 
an application under section 33 (2) (b) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
approval of dismissal of the petitioner. But the same was withdrawn by the 
opposite party on the 8th of November, 1968. 

8. According to the opposite party the complainant was not a workman con- 
cerned in the reference No. 22 of 1968 and consequently the employer have not 
violated the provisions of section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and as 
such the present application is not legally maintainable, It was alleged that the 
dismissal of the complainant was legal bona fide and based on oroved misconducts. 
According to the opposite party they had also not violated any of the provisions 
of Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1 947 in dismissing the complainant. 
Since the complainant was not a workman concerned in reference No. 22 of 1968, 
the present application is not maintainable. 


tt 9 ‘, °, n t 36 * 1 ? 1 * the opposite party 2 witnesses viz. MW-1 Sri A. K. Mazumdar, 
Head clerk of Balihari Colliery and MW-2 Sri Ram Lakhan Singh, Chaprasi of the 
Balihan Col hery have been examined, Sri Ram Lakhan Singh stated in his evi- 
dence that he knows Sri Shantilal A. Bha tt, Overman and that Sri Bhatt was 
assaulted by the concerned workman Sri Prabhu Ram, Night Guard and that 
there was a departmental enquiry in that connection and he was witness m that 
enquiry. The enquiry was held by Sri S. R. P. Singh, On the other hand the 
compladnant examined Sri Shantilal A. Bhatt. He stated in hl s evidence that the 
concerned workman Sri Prabhu Ram never assaulted him. Ext, M-12 is the en- 
dl f lry P roc< ' f ‘dlng. It shows that in that enquiry proceeding Sri Shantilal A 
was examined as a witness on behalf of the management and there he 
stated before the Enquiring Officer that the concerned workman Sri Prabhu Ram 

wuo?/ 14 hold n ? ck and , assauIte d him. The signature of Sri 

Shantilal A. Bhatt appears at the foot of his deposition. 3hri Shantilal A Bhatt 
has appeared before me as a witness on behalf of the complainant and ha s denied 
his signature on enquiry proceeding Ext. M-12. Before me he has signed Fn a 

M y is'rW« rrFn 0 sl ?owthat hls signature on the enquiring proceed- 
mg Ext M-12 does not tally with hls admitted signature on the deposition of this 
cas ®._ The management has also filed 2 items of documents which is First Aid 
certificate Ext. M-5 and Ext. M-8 Co-operative Society Loan Register These 
contal " the admitted signature of Sri Shantilal A Bhatt. From 
the naked eye it appears that the signature of Sri Shantilal A. Bhaitt on Ext. M-12 
tv/t 6 P rocee d in £ tally with his admitted signature on Ext M-15 and M-16 

Much reliance cannot be placed on the statement of Sri Shantilal A. Bhatt because’ 
he has also been dismissed by the management in the month of April 1968 and 
therefore, he also appears to be inimical against the management 
T ,, TV e 7 )re ' 1 flnd that is no convincing evidence that Sri Shantilal A. 

management^ 8Ppear as a wltness in th( ? departmental enquiry held by the 

11. The point for consideration is whether the opposite party have contravened 
the provision of section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act 194^’ 

12. There are certain admitted facts. Reference No. 22 of 1968 was originally 

N^ 2/73 /aft T h FTT n a +L T^naL Dhanbad by the Central Government’s order 
No. 2/73/08-LRII dated the 9th of May, 1966 and thereafter it was transferred to 
the Ce ntral Govt. Industrial Tribunal No. 2 , Dhanbad by the Central Government’s 

No ° 8 / 7 U fl ifr n tt 7 ^ a ° f May ' 1967 ' By the subsequent order 
No, 8/71/68-LRII dated the 13th of August, 1968, the Central Govt, transferred 

amwiP U c e 1 ° ^ T /^« na L The reference was disposed of by the award dated 
20th of September, 1968. The applicant was dismissed on 29th July 1967 The 
opposite party had filed an application under section 33(2) (h) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 for the approval of the dismissal of the petitioner but the same 
was later on ■withdrawn by the opposite party on the 8th of November 1968 
Therefore, th ! e case of the comolainant was that he was dismissed on 29th July' 
1967 while the reference No. 22 of 1068 was pending before this Tribunal. 

„ ^ before me the preliminary point was taken that the concerned workman 
Sri Prabhu Ram was not a workman concerned in the dispute which was in ques- 
tion in reference No. 22 of 1968. It was not necessary for the management to file 
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en application under Section 33 (2) (b) of the Industrial Disputes Act. It was 
therefore, submitted by the opposite party that the present application under sec- 
tion 33 A is not maintainable. 

14. The concerned workman Sri Prabhu Ram was dismissed on the 29th of 
July, 1967 At that time reference No. 22 of 1968 was pending before this Tribu- 
nal. The case of the opposite party is that Sri Prabhu Kam was not a workman 
concerned with this dispute. Reference No. 22 of 1968 was for justification of re- 
therefore, submitted by the opposite party that the present application under see- 
the retrenchment in respect to 127 workmen and the union agreed in respect to 
the retrenchment of the remaining 249 workmen and they received their retrench- 
ment compensation. The name of the concerned workman Sri Prabhu Ram 
appears at serial No. 227 of the order of reference. The award (Ext. M-2) in 
reference No. 22 of 1968 shows that the concerned workman Sri Prabhu Ram 
whose name appears in serial No. 62 of list ‘A’ was the workman who was taken 
back in service. 


15. The point for determination is whether the concerned workman Sri Prabhu 
Ram may be said to have been connected in the dispute in reference No. 22 of 
1968 which was pending before this Tribunal? 

16. The law on this subject is laid down by two important decisions of the 
Supreme Court in New India Motors Private Ltd. V, K. T. Morris (1B60-I, L.L.J., 
page 561) and Digwadih Colliery V. Ramji Singh (1964-II-L.L.J., page 143). The 
combined effect of these two decisions of Supreme Court is that there must be 
some common feature in the nature of the dispute in the two cases which should 
serve as connecting link thereby rendering the workmen in the latter case also, 
workmen concerned in the dispute in the earlier case. In other words the mere 
fact that the same Union has taken ud the cause of the two workmen or else that 
by virtue of S. 18(3) (b) of the Act all workmen may be bound by the award in 
the earlier dispute may not suffice unless there Is some other common feature in 
the two disputes. 

17. In the chargesheet dated 2nd April, 1967 that was issued to Sri Prabhu Ram, 
the defence of Sri Prabhu Ram was that he was innocent and that he was being 
victimised for his trade union activities. There Is no question of victimization in 
respect to the concerned workman Sid Prabhu Ram in reference No. 22 of 1968 as 
the opposite party had rescinded retrenchment in his case and agreed to take him 
back in service. 

18. Therefore, the petitioner, Sri Prabhu Ram was not the workman concerned 
with dispute in reference No. 22 of 1968, 

ID, The opposite party had filed an application under section 33 (2) (b) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for approval but the same was ultimately withdrawn 
by the opposite party on 8th November, 1968. According to the opposite party 
they have filed the application, under section 33(2) (b) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 under misapprehension. There is nothing to prevent the employers from 
withdrawing the application made under proviso of section 33(2) (b) when the 
employers find that the application has been made under misapprehension. 

20. In this view of the evidence the concerned workman Sri Prabhu Ram, Night 
Guard was not a workman connected with the dispute which was in question in 
reference No. 22 of 1968. It was not necessary for the management to file an 
application for approval of the punishment by the Tribunal under section 
33 (2) (b). Therefore, this application under section 33 A is not maintainable. 

21. The complaint under section 33 A is held to be non-maintainable and my 
award therefore, is that this complaint is not maintainable. Let It be submitted 
to the Central Government. 

(Sd.) Sachidanand Siotia, 

Presiding Officer. 

[No. 8/85/70-LRII.] 
T. K. RAMACHANDRAN, Under Secy. 
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(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi A the 6th June 1970 

8.0. 2136. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 
of the Mines Act, 1952 (35 of 1952), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri 
Arjun Prasad Jayaswal, Assistant Inspector, Labour Welfare 1 , Mines) under the 
Coal Mines Labour Welfare Fund Organisation to be an Inspector of Mines sub- 
ordir ate to the Chief Inspector of Mines. 


[No. 1(1) /70-MIL] 
C. R. NAIR, Under Secy. 
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